TAL  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  REPORT 


SAN  FRANCISCO  PUBUC.UB^ 

3  1223  06900  3847 


450  Rhode  Island  Street  Development, 
Rezoning  and  Creating  the 
17*  and  Rhode  Island  Streets 
Grocery  Store  Special  Use  Subdistrict 


99.410E 
2003.0038E 


DOCUMENTS  DEPT. 
JAN  2  0  Z005 

SAN  FRANCISCO 
PUBLIC  LIBRARY 


Supplemental  EIR  Publication  Date:  April  19,  2003 
Supplemental  EIR  Public  Hearing  Date:  May  22,  2003 
Supplemental  EIR  Publication  Comment  Period:  April  19  -June  3,  2003 
Certification  Date:  August  2 1 ,  2003 


REF 

711.4097 
F8255f 


Changes  from  the  text  of  the  Draft  EIR  are  indicated  by  sohd  dots  (•) 
at  the  beginning  of  each  revised  section  paragraph,  graphic  or  table. 


5/S 


San  Francisco  Public  Library 

Government  Information  Center 
San  Francisco  Public  Library 
100  Larkin  Street,  5th  Floor 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

REFERENCE  BOOK 


Not  to  be  taken  from  the  Library 


City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
Planning  Department 


450  RHODE  ISLAND  STREET  DEVELOPMENT, 
REZONING  AND  CREATING  THE  17th  AND 
RHODE  ISLAND  STREETS  GROCERY  STORE 
SPECIAL  USE  SUBDISTRICT   

FINAL  SUPPLEMENTAL 
ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  flEPORT 

99.410E 
2003.0038E 


Supplemental  EIR  Publication  Date:  April  19,  2003 

Supplemental  EIR  Public  Hearing  Date:  May  22,  2003 

#      Supplemental  EIR  Public  Comment  Period:  April  19  -  June  3,  2003 

Certification  Date:  August  2 1 ,  2003 


Changes  from  the  text  of  the  Draft  EIR  are  indicated  by  solid  dots  (%) 
at  the  beginning  of  each  revised  section  paragraph,  graphic  or  table. 


Digitized  by  the  Internet  Archive 

in  2014 


https://archive.org/details/450rhodeislandst2120sanf 


450  Rhode  Island  Street  Project 
17th  and  Rhode  Island  Streets  Grocery  Store  Special  Use  Subdistrict 
#    Final  Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Report 

Table  of  Contents 

Page 

•      Certification  Motion    iii 

I.  Summary   1 

A.  Introduction   1 

B.  Project  Description   1 

C.  Main  Environmental  Effects  .   2 

D.  Mitigation  Measures   9 

E.  Unavoidable  Significant  Impacts    14 

F.  Alternatives  to  the  Proposed  Project   14 

G.  Areas  of  Controversy  and  Issues  to  be  Resolved    17 

II.  Project  Description   19 

A.  Project  Sponsor's  Objectives   19 

B.  Project  Location    19 

C.  Project  Characteristics    20 

D.  Rezoning  and  Project  Approval  Requirements   31 

E.  Environmental  Analysis  for  Rezoning  and  Amendments  to  the  Planning  Code   33 

III.  Environmental  Setting  and  Impacts    35 

A.  Land  Use,  Zoning  and  General  Plan  Consistency   35 

B.  Visual  Quality  and  Urban  Design   42 

C.  Transportation   52 

D.  Growth  Inducement    79 

IV.  Mitigation  Measures  Proposed  to  Minimize 

the  Potential  Adverse  Impacts  of  the  Project  81 

A.  Mitigation  Measures   81 

B.  Improvement  Measures   85 

V.  Significant  Environmental  Effects  Which  Cannot  be 

Avoided  if  the  Proposed  Project  is  Implemented  87 

VI.  Alternatives  to  the  Proposed  Project   89 

A.  Alternative  A:  No  Project    89 

B.  Alternative  B:  Code  Comphant/No  Rezoning  Alternative   90 

C.  Alternative  C:  Reduced  Development  92 

•       VII.    Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses  C&R.i 

VIII.  EIR  Authors,  Persons  Consulted  and  Project  Sponsor  97 

IX.  Appendices   99 

A.  Initial  Study  A-1 

B.  Intersection  Level  of  Service  Designations  B-1 

C.  Distribution  List    C-1 

99.410E  450  Rhode  Island  Project 

2003.0038E  1 7th  and  Rhode  Island  Grocery  SUD  i 


Table  of  Contents 


Page 

List  of  Figures 

Figure  1  Project  Location    21 

Figure  2  Proposed  Site  Plan    22 

Figure  3  Level  One  Floor  Plan    23 

Figure  4  Level  Two  Floor  Plan   24 

Figure  5  Level  Four  Floor  Plan   25 

Figure  6  Level  Six  Floor  Plan   26 

Figure  7  Rhode  Island  Street  and  Kansas  Street  Elevations    27 

Figure  8  17"^  Street  and  Mariposa  Street  Elevations   28 

Figure  9  Project  Section    29 

•         Figure  9 A  Project  Area  Zoning  Map   37a 

Figure  10  View  Location  Map    45 

Figure  1 1  Views  Looking  North  on  Kansas    46 

Figure  12  Views  Looking  North  on  Rhode  Island    47 

Figure  13  Views  Looking  South  on  Kansas    48 

Figure  14  Views  Looking  East  on  17""    49 

Figure  15  Views  Looking  West  on  17*    50 

Figure  16  Parking  Study  Area  and  Study  Intersections   55 

Figure  17  Existing  Transit  Network  and  Stop  Locations    58 


List  of  Tables 

Table  1  Intersection  Level  of  Service    57 

Table  2  Nearby  Muni  Lines    57 

Table  3  Proposed  Project  person-Trip  Generation   66 

Table  4  Trip  Generation  by  Mode  -Weekday  PM  Peak  Hour   66 

Table  5  Trip  Distribution  Patterns   67 

Table  6  Project-Generated  Midday  and  Evening  Parking  Demand   67 

Table  7  Project-Generated  Freight  Delivery  and  Service  Vehicle  Demand   68 

Table  8  Intersection  Level  of  Service    69 

Table  9  Intersection  Level  of  Service-Baseline  Plus  Project  Conditions    71 

Table  10  Intersection  Level  of  Service  2015  Cumulative  Conditions   78 

Table  1 1  Proposed  Project's  Percent  Contribution  to  Weekday  PM  Peak  Hour  Conditions   79 

Table  12  Summary  of  Intersections  Operations  Project  and  Reduced  Project  Alternative    94 

Table  13  Alternative  B:  Percent  Contribution  to  Weekday  PM  Peak  Hour  Conditions    95 


99.410E  450  Rhode  Island  Project 

2003.0038E  1 7th  and  Rhode  Island  Grocery  SUD  ii 

3  1223  06900  3847 


•   CERTIFICATION  MOTION 


August  21,  2003 
FileNos.  1999.410Eand2003.0038E 
Assessor's  Block  3978,  Lot  001 


SAN  FRANCISCO 
CITY  PLANNING  COMMISSION 
MOTION  NO.  16630 


ADOPTING  FINDINGS  RELATED  TO  THE  CERTIFICATION  OF  A  FINAL  SUPPLEMENTAL 
ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  REPORT  FOR  PROPOSED  LEGISLATION  FOR  A  GROCERY 
STORE  SPECIAL  USE  SUBDISTRICT  AND  A  RESIDENTIAL  DEVELOPMENT  WITH 
RETAIL,  LOCATED  AT  450  RHODE  ISLAND  IN  THE  SHOWPLACE  SQUARE/POTRERO 
HILL  AREA. 

MOVED,  That  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Commission  (hereinafter  "Commission")  hereby 
CERTIFIES  the  Final  Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Report  identified  as  case  file  nos.  1 999.4 lOE, 
450  Rhode  Island  (hereinafter  "Projecf )  and  2003.0038E,  17th  and  Rhode  Island  Grocery  Store  Special 
Use  Subdistrict  (also  a  part  of  the  "Projecf)  based  upon  the  following  findings: 

1)  The  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  acting  through  the  Planning  Department  (hereinafter 
"Department")  fulfilled  all  procedural  requirements  of  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act  (Cal. 
Pub.  Res.  Code  Section  21000  et  seg.,  hereinafter  "CEQA"),  the  State  CEQA  Guidelines  (Cal.  Admin. 
Code  Title  14,  Section  15000  et.  seg.,  (hereinafter  "CEQA  Guidelines")  and  Chapter  31  of  the  San 
Francisco  Administrative  Code  (hereinafter  "Chapter  31"). 

a.  The  Department  determined  that  a  Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Report 
(hereinafter  "SEIR")  was  required  and  provided  public  notice  of  that  determination  by  publication  in  a 
newspaper  of  general  circulation  on  November  1 ,  2002. 

b.  On  April  19,  2003,  the  Department  published  the  Draft  Supplemental  Environmental 
Impact  Report  (hereinafter  "DSEIR")  and  provided  public  notice  in  a  newspaper  of  general  circulation  of 
the  availability  of  the  DSEIR  for  public  review  and  comment  and  of  the  date  and  time  of  the  Planning 
Commission  public  hearing  on  the  DSEIR;  this  notice  was  mailed  to  the  Department's  list  of  persons 
requesting  such  notice. 

c.  Notices  of  availability  of  the  DSEIR  and  of  the  date  and  time  of  the  public  hearing  were 
posted  near  the  project  site  by  Department  staff  on  April  21,  2003. 

d.  On  April  18,  2003,  copies  of  the  DSEIR  were  mailed  or  otherwise  delivered  to  a  list  of 
persons  requesting  it,  to  those  noted  on  the  distribution  list  in  the  DSEIR,  to  adjacent  property  owners, 
and  to  government  agencies,  the  latter  both  directly  and  through  the  State  Clearinghouse. 

e.  Notice  of  Completion  was  filed  with  the  State  Secretary  of  Resources  via  the  State 
Clearinghouse  on  April  21,  2003. 
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2)  The  Commission  held  a  duly  advertised  public  hearing  on  said  Draft  Supplemental 
Environmental  Impact  Report  on  May  22,  2003  at  which  opportunity  for  public  comment  was  given,  and 
public  comment  was  received  on  the  DSEIR.  The  period  for  acceptance  of  written  comments  ended  on 
May  27,  2003. 

3)  The  Department  prepared  responses  to  comments  on  environmental  issues  received  at  the  public 
hearing  and  in  writing  during  the  38-day  public  review  period  for  the  DSEIR,  prepared  revisions  to  the 
text  of  the  DSEIR  in  response  to  comments  received  or  based  on  additional  information  that  became 
available  during  the  public  review  period,  and  corrected  errors  in  the  DSEIR.  This  material  was  presented 
in  a  "Draft  Comments  and  Responses"  document,  published  on  August  8,  2003  was  distributed  to  the 
Corrmiission  and  to  all  parties  who  commented  on  the  DSEIR,  and  was  available  to  others  upon  request  at 
Department  offices. 

4)  A  Final  Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Report  has  been  prepared  by  the  Department, 
consisting  of  the  Draft  Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Report,  any  consultations  and  comments 
received  during  the  review  process,  any  additional  information  that  became  available,  and  the  Comments 
and  Responses  all  as  required  by  law. 

5)  Project  Environmental  Impact  Report  files  have  been  made  available  for  review  by  the 
Commission  and  the  public.  These  files  are  available  for  public  review  at  the  Department  offices  at  1660 
Mission  Street,  and  are  part  of  the  record  before  the  Commission. 

6)  On  August  21,  2003,  the  Commission  reviewed  and  considered  the  Final  Environmental  Impact 
Report  and  hereby  does  find  that  the  contents  of  said  report  and  the  procedures  through  which  the  Final 
Environmental  Impact  Report  was  prepared,  publicized  and  reviewed  comply  with  the  provisions  of 
CEQA,  the  CEQA  Guidelines  and  Chapter  31  of  the  San  Francisco  Adminstrative  Code. 

7)  The  project  sponsor  has  indicated  that  the  preferred  alternative  is  the  project  as  described  in 
Chapter  II  of  the  Final  Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Report. 

8)  The  Planning  Commission  hereby  does  find  that  the  Final  Supplemental  Enviroimiental  Impact 
Report  concerning  File  Nos.  1999.410E,  450  Rhode  Island  and  2003.0038E,  17th  and  Rhode  Island 
Grocery  Store  Special  Use  Subdistrict  reflects  the  independent  judgment  and  analysis  of  the  City  and 
County  of  San  Francisco,  is  adequate,  accurate  and  objective,  and  that  the  Comments  and  Responses 
document  contains  no  significant  revisions  to  the  DSEIR,  and  hereby  does  CERTIFY  THE 
COMPLETION  of  said  Final  Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Report  in  compliance  with  CEQA  and 
the  CEQA  Guidelines. 

9)  The  Commission,  in  certifying  the  completion  of  said  Final  Supplemental  Environmental  Impact 
Report,  hereby  does  find  that  the  project  described  in  the  Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Report: 

a.  Would  have  a  significant  transportation  impact  with  the  level  of  service  of  the  17th  and 
Potrero  Avenue  Intersection.  As  a  result,  the  Project  sponsor  has  agreed  to  request 
implementation  of  traffic  mitigation  for  the  intersection  of  17*  Street  and  Potrero  Avenue 
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from  the  San  Francisco  Department  of  Parking  and  Traffic.  Because  these  mitigation  measures 
have  not  been  implemented  in  time  for  Project  approval,  the  Planning  Commission  finds  that  the 
Project  would  have  a  significant  environmental  impact  if  these  measures  are  not  implemented  by 
the  Department  of  Parking  and  Traffic. 

b.  Would  have  a  considerable  contribution  to  the  2015  cumulative  conditions  at  the  intersections 
of  16th/Rhode  Island,  16th/De  Haro,  17th/Rhode  Island,  17th/Kansas  Streets,  and  Hth/Potrero 
Avenue.  The  Project  sponsor  has  agreed  to  request  implementation  of  traffic  mitigation  measures 
from  the  San  Francisco  Department  of  Parking  and  Traffic.  Because  these  mitigation  measures 
have  not  been  implemented  in  time  for  Project  approval,  the  Planning  Commission  finds  that  the 
Project  would  have  a  significant  environmental  impact  at  each  intersection  if  these  measures  are 
not  implemented  by  the  Department  of  Parking  and  Traffic. 

I  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  Motion  was  ADOPTED  by  the  Planning  Conmiission  at  its 
regular  meeting  of  August  21,  2003. 

Linda  Avery 
Commission  Secretary 

Ayes:  Commissioners  W.  Lee,  S.  Bradford  Bell,  M.  Antonini,  E.  Boyd. 
Nays:  none 

Absent:  Commissioners  S.  Lee,  L.  Feldstein,  K.  Hughes. 
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1.  SUMMARY 


A.  INTRODUCTION 

This  document  is  a  Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Report  (SEIR)  prepared  in  accordance  with  the 
California  Environmental  Quality  Act  (CEQA)  for  the  revised  proposed  450  Rhode  Island  Street  project 
including  rezoning  of  the  project  site  from  M-1  (Light  Industrial)  zoning  to  NC-3  (Moderate-Scale 
Neighborhood  Commercial)  zoning,  creation  of  the  17'''  and  Rhode  Island  Street  Grocery  Store  Special 
Use  Subdistrict  (Grocery  Store  SUD),  and  construction  of  approximately  204,800  square  feet  of  mixed- 
use  residential  and  retail  space  with  accessory  parking. 

On  October  5, 2000,  a  Final  Environmental  Impact  Report  (FEIR)  was  certified  for  a  four-story  building 
providing  3 1 3,000  square  feet  of  multimedia  space  and  two  levels  of  underground  parking  at  450  Rhode 
Island  Street.  Pursuant  to  Sections  1 5 1 62  and  1 5 1 63  of  the  CEQA  Guidelines,  a  supplement  to  an  EIR 
may  be  prepared  when  substantial  changes  are  proposed  in  the  project  and/or  substantial  changes  have 
occurred  with  respect  to  circumstances  under  which  the  project  would  be  undertaken,  but  "only  minor 
additions  or  changes  would  be  necessary  to  make  the  FEIR  adequately  apply  to  the  project  in  the  changed 
situation."  Since  certification,  the  project  has  changed  from  a  business  service/multimedia  project  to  a 
mixed-use  residential/retail  development  including  rezoning  and  creation  of  the  Grocery  Store  SUD. 
This  EIR  is  a  supplement  to  the  FEIR  and  analyzes  the  impacts  of  the  rezoning,  and  Grocery  Store  SUD, 
and  development  project  currently  proposed.  This  SEIR  refers  to  the  proposed  revised  project  as  "the 
project,"  and  to  the  original  project  analyzed  in  the  FEIR  as  "the  original  project." 

B.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION 

The  project  currently  proposed  would  entail  rezoning  of  the  project  site  to  NC-3  (Moderate-Scale 
Neighborhood  Commercial)  and  Grocery  Store  SUD  and  construction  of  a  five-story  building  containing 
approximately  204,800  square  feet  of  mixed-use  residential  and  retail/commercial  space,  plus  accessory 
parking,  at  450  Rhode  Island  Street,  on  the  block  bounded  by  Rhode  Island,  1 7'^,  Kansas,  and  Mariposa 
Streets.  The  project  site  is  on  Assessor's  Block  3978,  Lot  1,  which  is  currently  vacant  (the  previous 
85,000-square-foot  auto  service  center  building  was  demolished  pursuant  to  the  prior  project  approval). 
The  site  was  previously  approved  for  development  of  a  313,000-square-foot  business  services/ 
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multimedia  building.  A.F.  Evans  Development,  Inc.,  a  new  project  sponsor,  proposes  approximately  168 
residential  units,  about  4,000  square  feet  of  retail  space,  approximately  34,500  square  feet  of  grocery 
store  space  (including  liquor,  beer  and  wine  sales),  and  a  parking  garage  for  approximately  323 
independently  accessible  self-park  spaces  occupying  approximately  1 17,000  square  feet. 

Following  completion  and  certification  of  the  Final  SEIR,  the  project  would  require  the  following 
approvals: 

•  An  Amendment  to  Section  Maps  8  and  8SU  of  the  Zoning  Map  of  the  City  and  County  of  San 
Francisco  to  rezone  the  project  site  from  M- 1  to  NC-3  and  the  Grocery  Store  SUD  by  the  Board 
of  Supervisors. 

•  An  Amendment  to  the  Planning  Code  to  create  the  Grocery  Store  SUD  by  the  Board  of 
Supervisors  (proposed  Planning  Code  Section  781.10). 

•  Assuming  NC-3  zoning  with  the  Grocery  Store  SUD  overlay,  the  proposed  revised  project  would 
require  Conditional  Use  authorization  from  the  San  Francisco  Plaiming  Commission  for  the 
revised  project,  including  a  public  hearing,  pursuant  to  the  Planning  Code  Sections  303  and 
121.1  (for  the  development  of  a  site  in  excess  10,000  square  feet).  Section  121.2  (for  a  retail 
space  in  excess  of  6,000  square  feet),  and  proposed  Section  781.10  (liquor  store  as  integral 
element  of  grocery  store). 

•  Approval  by  the  Planning  Commission  for  a  Planned  Unit  Development  (PUD),  pursuant  to 
Section  304  of  the  Planning  Code,  for  residential  density,  rear  yard  modification  and  a  minor 
modification  of  the  method  of  measuring  height.  Consideration  of  a  revised  project  as  a  PUD 
is  permitted  for  sites  greater  than  one-half  acre  in  size.  Planned  Unit  Developments  require 
Conditional  Use  authorization  from  the  City  Planning  Commission,  including  a  public  hearing, 
pursuant  to  Section  303  of  the  Planning  Code. 

•  Department  of  Public  Works  approval  for  curb  cuts  on  1 7*  and  Rhode  Island  Sfreets. 

•  Department  of  Building  Inspection  approval  of  the  building  permit  application. 

C.     MAIN  ENVIRONMENTAL  EFFECTS 

This  environmental  impact  report  for  the  project  focuses  on  the  issue  of  transportation.  All  other  potential 
environmental  effects  were  found  to  be  at  a  less-than-significant  level  or  to  be  mitigated  to  a 
less-than-significant  level  with  mitigation  measures  to  be  implemented  by  the  project  sponsor.  (Please 
see  the  Initial  Study,  included  in  this  document  as  Appendix  A,  for  analysis  of  other  environmental 
issues.)  In  addition,  this  environmental  impact  report  discusses  land  use  and  visual  quality  for 
informational  purposes,  although  these  impacts  were  found  to  be  less-than-significant  in  the  Initial  Study. 
A  section  on  growth  inducement  is  also  included. 
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Land  Use,  Zoning  and  General  Plan  Consistency  (page  35) 

The  project  site  is  within  an  M-1  (Light  Industrial)  District  and  a  40-X  Height  and  Bulk  District.  The 
San  Francisco  Planning  Code  indicates  that  the  M-1  District  accommodates  wholesaling  and  business 
services,  office,  retail  and  some  light  manufacturing  and  processing.  In  recognition  of  the  potentially 
adverse  effects  of  industrial  uses  and  the  proximity  of  industrial  districts  to  residential  and  other 
commercial  areas,  standards  are  imposed  as  to  enclosure  within  buildings  and  screening  of  outdoor  uses. 
Residential  units  are  permitted  with  Conditional  Use  authorization  in  M-1  Districts.  If  the  project  site 
were  to  be  rezoned  to  NC-3  (Moderate-Scale  Neighborhood  Commercial)  and  Grocery  Store  SUD, 
residential  uses  are  principally  permitted. 

The  project  site  is  located  in  the  Potrero  Hill  neighborhood  on  the  south  edge  of  a  concentration  of 
commercial  and  industrial  development.  Development  to  the  south  of  the  site  is  dominated  by 
single-family  and  multi-family  residential  buildings.  The  site,  consisting  of  a  single  parcel  occupying 
the  entire  block  bounded  by  17"",  Rhode  Island,  Mariposa,  and  Kansas  Streets,  is  presently  vacant.  The 
former  two-story  steel-framed  automotive  repair  facility  used  by  S&C  Ford  was  demolished  subsequent 
to  the  previous  project  approval  after  S&C  Ford  moved  this  operation  into  their  own  building  in  San 
Francisco. 

The  project  would  entail  rezoning  of  the  project  site  from  M-1  to  NC-3  and  Grocery  Store  SUD  and 
construction  of  mixed-use  residential,  commercial/retail  and  parking  uses  on  a  vacant  lot.  As  compared 
to  M-1  zoning,  NC-3  zoning  would  change  the  permitted  nonresidential  uses  permitted  on  the  project 
site  by  not  permitting  most  industrial  uses.  Only  retail  stores,  food  and  beverage  services,  trade  shops, 
certain  non-adult  entertainment,  and  medical,  personal  and  professional  services  are  permitted  in  NC-3 
districts  as  principal  permitted  uses,  with  certain  other  commercial  and  institutional  uses  permitted  with 
Conditional  Use  authorization.  The  maximum  floor  area  ratio  (FAR)  of  the  site  would  be  reduced  from 
5:1  to  3.6:1,  reducing  the  amount  of  commercial  development  that  can  occur  on  the  site  from  up  to 
400,000  square  feet  to  up  to  288,000  square  feet,  while  increasing  the  number  of  dwelling  units  that 
could  be  constructed  on  the  site  from  up  to  132  units  to  up  to  199  units  (an  increase  of  67  units).  Liquor, 
beer  and  wine  sales  are  currently  permitted  without  zoning  restrictions  and  without  the  need  for 
Conditional  Use  authorization  in  the  M- 1  district.  The  proposed  Grocery  Store  SUD  would  allow  liquor, 
beer  and  wine  sales  only  as  an  integral  element  of  a  grocery  store  of  not  less  than  30,000  square  feet  and 
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only  with  Conditional  Use  authorization  by  the  Planning  Commission.  The  proposed  project  would  be 
permitted  in  the  NC-3  and  Grocery  Store  SUD  with  Conditional  Use  authorization. 

In  February  2003,  the  Planning  Department  released  its  Rezoning  Options  Workbook  for  the  Eastern 
Neighborhoods,  including  Showplace  Square/Potrero  Hill.  The  Workbook  presented  three  rezoning 
alternatives  for  the  Showplace  Square/Potrero  Hill  area,  which  includes  the  project  site.  All  three 
rezoning  alternatives  placed  the  project  site  in  a  Residential/Commercial  zoning  district.  The 
Residential/Commercial  zoning  district  would  permit  commercial  and  retail  uses  (including  off-sale 
liquor,  beer  and  wine  sales)  and  would  permit  residential  dwelling  units  with  no  density  limitation.  The 
proposed  rezoning  to  NC-3  and  Grocery  Store  SUD  is  an  interim  zoning  scheme  that  is  intended  to  be 
consistent  with  the  proposed  Residential/Commercial  zoning  and  would  be  in  place  only  until  the 
Residential/Commercial  zoning  for  the  area  is  finalized  and  adopted  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors,  which 
would  likely  not  occur  until  some  time  in  2004.  The  proposed  project  is  generally  consistent  with  the 
proposed  Residential/Commercial  zoning. 

The  project  would  add  to  existing  residential  and  commercial/retail  land  uses  surrounding  the  site. 
Though  the  largest  commercial  land  use  (by  floor  area)  is  showroom  or  design,  the  development  of  an 
additional  mixed-use  building  in  the  area  would  not  be  a  significant  effect  because  it  would  be  in  an  area 
that  is  intensively  developed  with  a  mix  of  commercial,  industrial,  and  residential  uses.  The  proposed 
residential  and  retail  uses,  including  a  grocery  store,  would  be  generally  compatible  with  the  prevailing 
urbanized  character  of  the  area. 

The  project  would  not  obviously  or  substantially  conflict  with  the  General  Plan.  In  general,  potential 
conflicts  with  the  General  Plan  are  considered  by  the  Planning  Commission  independently  of  the 
environmental  review  process,  as  part  of  the  decision  whether  to  approve  or  disapprove  a  project.  Any 
conflict  not  identified  in  this  environmental  document  could  be  considered  in  that  context,  and  would 
not  alter  the  physical  environmental  effects  of  the  project. 

Visual  Quality  (page  42) 

Views  currently  available  to  the  public  in  the  vicinity  of  the  project  site  are  available  fi-om  higher 
elevations  on  Potrero  Hill.  From  the  southwest  comer  of  the  site  (at  the  intersection  of  Mariposa  and 
Kansas  Streets),  there  are  views  of  the  downtown  skyline,  the  Bay  Bridge,  Verba  Buena,  and  the  East 
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Bay  hills.  Private  buildings  in  the  area  may  have  views  of  the  hill,  neighborhood,  or  beyond.  Views 
from  public  streets  or  private  properties  may  be  altered  by  the  proposed  construction,  but  they  are  not 
expected  to  change  considerably  given  that  the  neighborhood  is  densely  developed  and  the  previous  S&C 
Ford  building  covered  the  entire  site  and  reached  a  height  of  35  feet  at  1 1^  Street.  Although  the  proposed 
revised  project  would  be  about  SlVi  feet  high  at  Kansas  and  17""  Street,  it  would  be  only  about  16'/2  feet 
high  at  Mariposa  and  Kansas,  and  public  views  would  not  change  considerably  due  to  the  floor  plates 
stepping  up  Potrero  Hill.  For  the  reasons  cited  above,  no  significant  visual  impacts  would  occur. 

Transportation  (page  52) 

Based  on  the  Department's  standard  trip  rate  for  residential  and  retail  space,  the  project  would  generate 
about  12,295  new  daily  person  trips  on  a  weekday,  of  which  approximately  1,052  would  occur  during 
the  p.m.  peak  hour  (5:00  to  6:00  p.m.).  These  1,052  new  person  trips  would  occur  as  634  trips  by 
automobile,  134  trips  by  transit,  and  284  trips  by  walking  or  other  modes.  Given  applicable  vehicle 
occupancy  rates,  the  634  trips  by  automobile  would  translate  to  405  new  vehicle  trips  during  the  p.m. 
peak  hour. 

The  traffic  analysis  performed  for  the  project  examined  existing  and  future  operating  conditions  at  12 
intersections  in  the  vicinity  of  the  project.  The  study  intersections  were  16""  Street/Rhode  Island  Street, 
16*  Street/Kansas  Street,  le^'StreetA^ermont  Street,  1 6""  Street/Potrero  Avenue,  1 7""  Street/Rhode  Island 
Street,  17"^  Street/Kansas  Street,  17"'  Street/Vermont  Street,  17""  Street/Potrero  Avenue,  Mariposa 
Street/Rhode  Island  Street,  Mariposa  Street/Kansas  Street,  16'''/DeHaro,andU.S.  101  off-ramp/Vermont 
Street/Mariposa  Street.  Of  these  1 1  intersections,  only  16"'  Street/Potrero  Avenue,  16*  Street/Kansas 
Street,  16*  Street/Vermont  Street  and  17*  Street/Potrero  Avenue  are  presently  traffic  signal-controlled 
or  will  be  in  the  spring  of  2003;  the  remainder  are  controlled  by  STOP  signs.  Weekday  traffic  counts 
were  made  at  these  intersecfions  in  order  to  evaluate  the  existing  traffic  conditions  during  the  weekday 
p.m.  peak  hour  (5:00  to  6:00  p.m.).  The  study  intersecfions  are  currently  operating  at  acceptable  levels 
of  service,  LOS  D  or  better.  The  Planning  Department  considers  intersection  levels  of  service  ranging 
from  LOS  A  to  LOS  D  to  be  acceptable  at  signalized  intersections,  while  LOS  E  and  F  are  unacceptable. 
Any  degradation  to  LOS  E  or  F  (including  from  LOS  E  to  LOS  F)  is  considered  a  significant  impact  on 
traffic  circulation  and  operations.  The  Planning  Department  has  not  established  comparable  criteria  for 
unsignalized  intersections.  However,  impacts  to  unsignalized  intersections  are  generally  considered 
significant  when  more  than  one  approach  to  a  two-way  stop  intersection  degrades  to  LOS  E  or  F. 
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To  account  for  the  occupancy  of  the  adjacent  350  Rhode  Island  Street  Building  and  near-term  changes 
to  the  nearby  roadway  network,  the  transportation  study  analyzed  Baseline  conditions,  the  existing 
conditions  with  the  project  traffic  from  350  Rhode  Island  added.  With  the  addition  of  traffic  volumes 
generated  by  the  350  Rhode  Island  Street  building,  each  study  intersection  would  have  a  minor  increase 
in  the  average  delay  per  vehicle;  however,  all  study  intersections  would  continue  to  operate  with 
acceptable  conditions. 

The  Baseline  plus  Project  operating  conditions  at  five  of  the  project  study  intersections  would  remain 
unchanged  and  seven  would  change  with  the  addition  of  traffic  generated  by  the  proposed  project.  The 
changes  would  occur  at  the  signalized  intersections  of  17'*'/Potrero,  which  would  degrade  from  LOS  D 
to  LOS  E,  and  16'VPotrero,  which  would  degrade  from  LOS  C  to  LOS  E;  and  the  unsignalized 
intersections  of  16"'/Rhode  Island  (2-way  stop),  17'Wermont  (all-way  stop),  and  17'VKansas  (all-way 
stop),  which  would  degrade  from  LOS  D  to  LOS  F  at  one  approach,  IT'^'/Rhode  Island  (all-way  stop) 
which  would  degrade  from  LOS  C  to  LOS  F  at  one  approach,  and  16"'/De  Haro  (all-way  stop)  which 
would  degrade  from  LOS  E  to  LOS  F  at  one  approach.  Because  the  degradation  in  LOS  at  the  four 
unsignalized  intersections  would  be  attributable  to  delays  at  only  one  of  the  four  approaches  to  each 
intersection,  project-specific  traffic  impacts  at  these  unsignalized  intersections  would  be  less  than 
significant. 

The  signalized  intersection  of  1 7""  Street  and  Potrero  Avenue  would  operate  at  LOS  E  with  the  Baseline 
plus  Project  effects  of  the  350  Rhode  Island  Office  Building.  Of  the  projected  increase  in  traffic  volumes 
using  the  westbound  approach  or  critical  movement  at  this  intersection,  the  proposed  450  Rhode  Island 
project  would  contribute  the  greatest  share  due  to  the  project  location.  This  potentially  significant  impact 
could  be  mitigated  during  the  peak  hour,  by  prohibiting  peak  hour  parking  on  the  north  side  of  1 7*  Street. 
With  implementation  of  this  measure,  the  operating  conditions  would  be  at  LOS  C  with  the  project  and 
under  Baseline  conditions. 

Traffic  volumes  and  congestion  are  anticipated  to  increase  over  time  in  the  project  vicinity  and 
intersection  levels  of  service  are  expected  to  deteriorate.  Completion  of  the  approved  Mission  Bay 
project  and  construction  of  new  residential  and  commercial  uses  within  the  larger  South  of  Market/ 
Mission  areas  would  contribute  to  this  growth  in  fraffic.  The  locally  generated  traffic  will  also  contribute 
to  congestion  on  area  freeways  and  arterial  links.  The  project's  contribution  to  this  ftiture  cumulative 
traffic  growth  in  2015  would  be  considered  significant  at  the  intersections  of  16'''/Rhode  Island,  16"'/De 
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Haro,  17'VRhode  Island,  17*/Kansasand  17'VPotrero.  However,  mitigation  measures  such  as  peak  hour 
parking  prohibition,  turning  pockets,  and  traffic  signals  could  be  implemented  that  would  bring  the 
respective  levels  of  service  to  acceptable  conditions  (LOS  D  or  better). 

Six  Muni  bus  lines  provide  service  in  the  immediate  vicinity  of  the  project  site,  running  on  headways  of 
8  to  30  minutes,  depending  on  the  bus  line  and  time  of  day.  The  project  would  generate  about  62  new 
outbound  transit  trips  and  72  inbound  trips  (total  134  trips)  during  the  weekday  P.M.  peak  hour.  There 
is  sufficient  excess  capacity  on  each  of  these  six  bus  lines  to  accommodate  the  additional  transit  trips  that 
would  be  generated  by  the  project.  Therefore,  there  would  be  no  significant  project  impacts  on  transit 
operations. 

The  proposed  project  would  generate  an  additional  284  walking  or  "other"  trips  to  and  from  the  site,  as 
well  as  pedestrian  trips  associated  with  the  134  project-generated  transit  trips.  Pedestrian  operating 
conditions  on  area  sidewalks  and  crosswalks  would  not  noticeably  deteriorate  with  the  addition  of  these 
walking  trips.  Both  sidewalks  and  crosswalks  would  continue  to  operate  at  free-flow  conditions. 

The  projected  project  parking  demand  is  361  spaces  during  the  weekday  midday  (172  residential  spaces 
and  1 89  grocery/retail  spaces)  and  about  366  spaces  during  the  weekday  evening  period  (2 1 5  residential 
spaces  and  1 5 1  grocery/retail  spaces).  Since  the  proposed  project  would  provide  168  residential  parking 
spaces,  there  would  be  a  shortfall  of  about  four  residential  spaces  during  the  midday  and  about  43 
residential  spaces  during  the  evening.  Overnight  residential  parking  demand  could  be  accommodated 
with  the  parking  supply  for  the  grocery  store  and  retail  uses.  The  grocery  store  and  retail  parking  demand 
would  be  about  189  spaces  during  the  weekday  midday  and  151  spaces  during  the  weekday  evening. 
Since  the  proposed  project  would  provide  155  grocery  store  and  retail  parking  spaces,  there  would  be 
a  shortfall  of  about  34  spaces  during  the  midday  and  no  shortfall  of  spaces  during  the  evening.  There  are 
approximately  997  on-street  parking  spaces  within  the  project  area,  with  an  occupancy  of  about  79 
percent  during  the  weekday  midday  period  and  an  occupancy  of  about  34  percent  during  the  weekday 
evening  period.  There  is  an  off-street  parking  lot  that  contains  74  spaces  that  operates  at  14  percent  of 
capacity  during  the  weekday  midday  period  and  is  closed  in  the  evening.  The  residual  shortfall  of 
parking  would  force  drivers  to  search  for  parking  farther  afield  or  switch  to  alternative  travel  modes.  The 
issue  of  parking  space  supply  versus  demand  and  occupancy  is  not  considered  by  the  Planning 
Department  to  be  a  permanent  physical  environmental  condition  or  a  significant  environmental  impact. 
Moreover,  accommodating  an  unconstrained  demand  for  vehicles  by  requiring  parking  to  meet  demand 
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would  encourage  additional  vehicle  use,  with  associated  environmental  problems  of  traffic  congestion, 
safety,  air  pollution,  and  noise.  It  is  for  these  reasons  that  the  Planning  Department  has  adopted  and 
repeatedly  endorsed  a  "Transit  First"  policy  (in  the  Transportation  Element  of  the  San  Francisco  General 
Plan)  that  prioritizes  accommodating  transit  service  over  private  vehicles. 

Section  152  of  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Code  would  require  the  proposed  project  to  provide  two 
off-street  loading  spaces,  including  one  space  for  the  residential  uses  and  one  space  for  the  grocery  store 
and  retail  uses.  The  proposed  project  would  provide  an  off-street  freight  loading  dock  which  would 
include  two  loading  spaces.  Access  to  the  loading  dock  would  be  from  17"'  Street.  In  addition,  there 
would  be  a  60-foot-long  white  passenger  loading  zone  on  Rhode  Island  Street  to  serve  the  grocery  store, 
and  60-foot-long  yellow  delivery  and  passenger  loading  yellow  zones  on  Mariposa  and  Kansas  Streets 
to  serve  the  residential  units.  Expected  loading  demand  from  the  project  would  be  for  1 .5  spaces  during 
the  average  loading  hour  and  1 .9  spaces  during  the  peak  loading  hour.  The  proposed  off-street  loading 
spaces  and  on-street  loading  zone  would  accommodate  the  loading  demand. 

During  project  construction,  anticipated  to  last  18  months,  most  construction  equipment  and  materials 
would  be  staged  on  the  project  site,  with  the  adjacent  streets  also  periodically  utilized.  To  accommodate 
temporary  pedestrian  walkways,  the  parking  lanes  along  Rhode  Island,  Mariposa,  Kansas,  and  17"' 
Streets  would  be  closed  throughout  the  construction.  Traffic  lanes  adjacent  to  the  site  would 
occasionally  be  closed  to  accommodate  certain  construction  activities.  However,  the  impacts  on  traffic 
movement  would  be  temporary  and  would  therefore  not  be  considered  significant.  No  relocation  of  local 
Muni  bus  stops  or  other  impacts  on  Muni  operations  are  anticipated.  The  number  of  construction 
workers  present  on  the  site  during  the  construction  period  would  normally  range  from  20  to  150 
construction  workers,  with  an  average  of  100  workers  per  day.  The  majority  of  these  workers  are 
expected  to  drive,  generating  additional  demand  for  parking.  Much  of  the  parking  demand  would  be 
accommodated  on  the  site;  however,  some  workers  would  need  to  use  other  on-  and  off-street  parking 
facilities  in  the  area.  While  potentially  disturbing  or  disruptive  to  area  residents  and  employees,  these 
construction  impacts  would  be  localized,  intermittent,  and  temporary,  and,  therefore,  would  not  be 
considered  significant. 
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Growth  Inducement  (page  79) 

The  project  would  add  a  five-story  building  containing  approximately  204,800  square  feet  of  mixed-use 
residential  and  retail/commercial  to  a  currently  vacant  site  (the  previous  85,000-square-foot  auto  service 
center  building  was  demolished  prior  to  the  prior  project  approval).  This  would  intensify  the  use  of  the 
site,  but  would  not  be  expected  to  substantially  alter  development  patterns  in  the  Potrero  Hill 
neighborhood  area  or  elsewhere  in  San  Francisco.  The  project  site  is  in  an  urbanized  area  that  is 
intensively  developed  and  that  already  supports  substantial  amounts  of  residential  development,  light 
industrial,  warehouse,  and  commercial  uses  in  surrounding  blocks. 

The  addition  of  up  to  168  units  of  housing,  about  4,000  square  feet  of  retail  space  and  approximately 
34,500  square  feet  of  grocery  market  use  would  increase  the  daily  population  on  the  project  site  by  about 
330  people.  The  projected  residential  units  would  more  than  offset  housing  demand  generated  fi-om  the 
project's  employment. 

The  project  is  located  in  an  urban  area  and  would  not  necessitate  or  induce  the  extension  of  municipal 
infrastructure.  In  view  of  the  above,  there  is  no  evidence  to  suggest  that  the  project  would  result  in 
additional  development  in  the  project  site  vicinity  that  would  not  otherwise  occur. 

D.     MITIGATION  MEASURES  (page  81) 

Measures  That  Would  Be  Implemented  by  Public  Agencies  (Public 
Works  Department  and  Department  of  Parking  and  Traffic) 

Transportation 

•  The  signalized  intersection  of  17*/Potrero  would  operate  at  LOS  E  under  Baseline  plus 
Project  conditions  and  LOS  F  under  2015  Cumulative  conditions.  The  westbound 
approach  to  the  intersection  is  striped  as  two  lanes;  however,  parking  is  permitted  along 
the  northem  curb  which  reduces  the  effective  capacity  of  the  approach  to  one  lane.  To 
improve  operations  at  this  intersection  and  to  mitigate  the  impacts  of  the  proposed 
project,  the  on-street  parking  along  the  northem  curb  could  be  prohibited  during  the 
weekday  p.m.  peak  period  (generally  4:00  to  6:00  p.m.),  which  would  allow  westbound 
17'''  Street  to  operate  with  two  travel  lanes.  With  this  change,  the  intersection  operating 
conditions  would  improve  to  LOS  C  under  the  Baseline  plus  Project  and  2015 
Cumulative  scenarios. 
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•  The  unsignalized  intersection  of  17*  and  Rhode  Island  would  operate  at  unacceptable 
conditions  under  2015  Cumulative  conditions.  To  improve  operations,  an  eastbound 
right-turn  pocket  could  be  established  (which  would  accommodate  vehicles  destined  to 
the  project  site  from  eastbound  l?""  Street).  With  this  change,  one  approach  would 
continue  to  operate  at  LOS  F,  but  the  other  three  approaches  would  operate  at  LOS  C 
(since  only  one  approach  would  operate  at  LOS  E/F,  the  intersection  would  be 
considered  to  operate  acceptably). 

•  The  unsignalized  intersection  of  17""  and  Kansas  would  operate  at  unacceptable 
conditions  under  2015  Cumulative  conditions.  To  improve  operations,  a  southbound 
left-turn  pocket  could  be  established.  With  this  change,  one  approach  would  continue 
to  operate  at  LOS  F,  but  the  other  three  approaches  would  operate  at  LOS  D  or  better 
(since  only  one  approach  would  operate  at  LOS  E/F,  the  intersection  would  be 
considered  to  operate  acceptably). 

Measures  That  Would  be  Implemented  by  the  Project  Sponsor 

Transportation 

•  Although  the  proposed  mitigation  measures  for  the  intersections  of  1 7*/Rhode  Island  and 
17'VKansas  would  improve  intersection  operations  to  acceptable  conditions,  individual 
approaches  at  both  intersections  would  continue  to  operate  poorly.  As  such,  these 
approaches  may  have  congestion  and  relatively  long  delays  per  vehicle.  Although  it 
would  be  possible  to  signalize  the  two  intersections  (both  intersections  would  meet 
signal  warrants)  to  flirther  improve  operations,  Department  of  Parking  and  Traffic  has 
indicated  a  preference  to  not  signalize  the  intersections.  Since  the  other  intersections  on 
17""  Street  east  of  Potrero  Avenue  are  all  unsignalized,  the  installation  of  two  adjacent 
traffic  signals  would  have  a  limited  benefit  and  would  not  substantially  improve 
operations  along  the  entire  street. 

In  addition.  Department  of  Parking  and  Traffic  has  indicated  a  preference  to  signalize 
the  nearby  intersection  of  16*/De  Haro.  After  the  mitigation  measures  required  by  the 
Mission  Bay  development  are  implemented,  the  intersection  of  16'VDe  Haro  would  be 
the  only  intersection  along  1 6""  Street  between  Potrero  Avenue  and  Third  Street  at  which 
16""  Street  traffic  would  be  STOP  controlled.  As  such,  the  elimination  of  the  STOP  signs 
at  this  location  would  improve  eastbound  and  westbound  traffic  flow  along  16"'  Street. 

It  is  anticipated  that  the  elimination  of  all  STOP  signs  along  16"*  Street,  with  the  resulting 
improvements  to  operations  along  the  street,  would  divert  some  traffic  from  17"^  Street 
(which  would  have  somewhat  slower  operations  due  to  STOP-controlled  intersections). 
As  a  result,  a  new  traffic  signal  at  16"'/De  Haro  may  result  in  improvements  to  the 
operating  conditions  at  intersections  along  1 7""  Street,  including  the  intersections  of 
1 7"'/Rhode  Island  and  1 7'VKansas. 
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At  16*/De  Haro,  in  conjunction  with  the  new  traffic  signals,  the  northbound  and 
southbound  approaches  would  need  to  be  restriped  to  provide  exclusive  left-turn 
pockets. '  With  these  measures,  the  intersection  would  operate  at  LOS  B  under  Baseline 
plus  Project  conditions  and  LOS  C  under  2015  Cumulative  conditions. 

The  project  sponsor  would  be  responsible  for  fiinding  the  study,  design,  construction  and 
installation  of  all  improvements  to  the  intersection  of  16'^/De  Haro,  including  the 
signalization  and  restriping.  The  design  and  construction  of  these  improvements  would 
be  conducted  by  the  Department  of  Parking  and  Traffic  or  through  an  independent 
consulting  firm.  The  project  sponsor  would  coordinate  the  intersection  design  and 
construction  effort  with  the  Planning  Department,  Department  of  Parking  and  Traffic, 
Muni,  Department  of  Public  Works,  Interdepartmental  Staff  Committee  on  Traffic  and 
Transportation  (ISCOTT)  and  other  appropriate  City  agencies. 

•  The  unsignalized  intersection  of  16'VRhode  Island  would  operate  at  unacceptable 
conditions  under  2015  Cumulative  conditions.  Although  this  intersection  could  be 
signalized  (and  would  meet  signal  warrants),  with  traffic  signals  at  IG^fDe  Haro  and 
16'''/Kansas,  there  would  be  sufficient  gaps  in  the  traffic  flow  along  16'''  Street  to 
accommodate  northbound  and  southbound  traffic.  As  such,  the  proposed  signalization 
of  the  intersection  of  16'''/De  Haro  may  be  sufficient  to  improve  operations  at  the 
intersection  of  16'''/Rhode  Island. 

Construction  Air  Quality 

•  The  project  sponsor  shall  require  the  construction  contractor(s)  to  spray  the  project  site 
with  water  during  excavation,  grading,  and  site  preparation  activities;  spray  unpaved 
construction  areas  with  water  at  least  twice  per  day;  cover  stockpiles  of  soil,  sand,  and 
other  such  material;  cover  trucks  hauling  debris,  soils,  sand  or  other  such  material;  and 
sweep  surrounding  streets  during  these  periods  at  least  once  per  day  to  reduce  particulate 
emissions.  Ordinance  175-91,  passed  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  on  May  6,  1991, 
requires  that  non-potable  water  be  used  for  dust  control  activities.  Therefore,  the  project 
sponsor  shall  require  the  construction  contractor(s)  to  obtain  reclaimed  water  fi-om  the 
Clean  Water  Program  for  this  purpose. 

•  The  project  sponsor  shall  require  the  project  contractor(s)  to  maintain  and  operate 
construction  equipment  so  as  to  minimize  exhaust  emissions  of  particulates  and  other 
pollutants,  by  such  means  as  prohibiting  idling  motors  when  equipment  is  not  in  use  or 
when  trucks  are  waiting  in  queues,  and  implementing  specific  maintenance  programs  to 
reduce  emissions  for  equipment  that  would  be  in  fi:equent  use  for  much  of  the 
construction  period. 


In  order  to  accommodate  the  new  left-turn  pockets,  perpendicular  parking  may  need  to  be  converted  to  parallel 
parking  on  one  or  both  sides  of  the  intersection. 
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Hazards 

•  The  project  sponsor  shall  require  the  construction  contractor(s)  for  the  proposed  project 
to  water  the  site  during  excavation  activities  at  least  twice  daily,  or  more  frequently  if 
necessary  to  prohibit  visible  dust  emissions  (which  might  indicate  emission  of 
non-visible  dust),  and  take  other  steps  to  minimize  dust  generation  during  excavation, 
storage,  and  transport.  If  there  are  excavated  materials  containing  over  1  percent  friable 
asbestos,  they  would  be  treated  as  hazardous  waste,  and  would  be  transported  and 
disposed  of  in  accordance  with  applicable  State  and  federal  regulations.  These 
procedures  are  intended  to  mitigate  any  potential  health  risks  related  to  chrysotile 
asbestos,  which  may  or  may  not  be  located  on  the  site. 

Cultural  Resources 

•  The  following  mitigation  measure  is  required  to  avoid  any  potential  adverse  effect  from 
the  proposed  project  on  accidentally  discovered  buried  or  submerged  historical  resources 
as  defined  in  CEQA  Guidelines  Section  15064.5(a)(c).  The  project  sponsor  shall 
distribute  the  Planning  Department  archeological  resource  "ALERT"  sheet  to  the  project 
prime  contractor;  to  any  project  subcontractor  (including  demolition,  excavation, 
grading,  foundation,  pile  driving,  etc.  firms);  or  utilifies  firm  involved  in  soils  disturbing 
activities  within  the  project  site.  Prior  to  any  soils  disturbing  activities  being  undertaken 
each  contractor  is  responsible  for  ensuring  that  the  "ALERT"  sheet  is  circulated  to  all 
field  personnel,  including  machine  operators,  field  crew,  pile  drivers,  supervisory 
personnel,  etc.  The  project  sponsor  shall  provide  the  Environmental  Review  Officer 
(ERO)  with  a  signed  affidavit  from  the  responsible  parties  (prime  contractor, 
subcontractor(s),  and  ufilities  firm)  to  the  ERO  confirming  that  all  field  personnel  have 
received  copies  of  the  Alert  Sheet. 

Should  any  indication  of  an  archeological  resource  be  encountered  during  any  soils 
disturbing  activity  of  the  project,  the  project  Head  Foreman  and/or  project  sponsor  shall 
immediately  notify  the  ERO  and  shall  immediately  suspend  any  soils  disturbing 
activities  in  the  vicinity  of  the  discovery  unfil  the  ERO  has  determined  what  additional 
measures  should  be  undertaken. 

If  the  ERO  determines  that  an  archeological  resource  may  be  present  within  the  project 
site,  the  project  sponsor  shall  retain  the  services  of  a  qualified  archeological  consultant. 
The  archeological  consultant  shall  advise  the  ERO  as  to  whether  the  discovery  is  an 
archeological  resource,  retains  sufficient  integrity,  and  is  of  potential  scientific/ 
historical/cultural  significance.  If  an  archeological  resource  is  present,  the  archeological 
consultant  shall  identify  and  evaluate  the  archeological  resource.  The  archeological 
consultant  shall  make  a  recommendation  as  to  what  action,  if  any,  is  warranted.  Based 
on  this  information,  the  ERO  may  require,  if  warranted,  specific  additional  measures  to 
be  implemented  by  the  project  sponsor. 

Measures  might  include:  preservation  in  situ  of  the  archeological  resource;  an 
archaeological  monitoring  program;  or  an  archeological  testing  program.    If  an 
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archeological  monitoring  program  or  archeological  testing  program  is  required,  it  shall 
be  consistent  with  the  Major  Environmental  Analysis  (MEA)  division  guidelines  for  such 
programs.  The  ERO  may  also  require  that  the  project  sponsor  immediately  implement 
a  site  security  program  if  the  archeological  resource  is  at  risk  from  vandalism,  looting, 
or  other  damaging  actions. 

The  project  archeological  consultant  shall  submit  a  Final  Archeological  Resources 
Report  (FARR)  to  the  ERO  that  evaluates  the  historical  significance  of  any  discovered 
archeological  resource  and  describes  the  archeological  and  historical  research  methods 
employed  in  the  archeological  monitoring/data  recovery  program(s)  undertaken. 
Information  that  may  put  at  risk  any  archeological  resource  shall  be  provided  in  a 
separate  removable  insert  within  the  final  report. 

Copies  of  the  Draft  FARR  shall  be  sent  to  the  ERO  for  review  and  approval.  Once 
approved  by  the  ERO,  copies  of  the  FARR  shall  be  distributed  as  follows:  California 
Archaeological  Site  Survey  Northwest  Liformation  Center  (NWIC)  shall  receive  one  (1) 
copy  and  the  ERO  shall  receive  a  copy  of  the  transmittal  of  the  FARR  to  the  NWIC.  The 
MEA  division  of  the  Planning  Department  shall  receive  three  copies  of  the  FARR  along 
with  copies  of  any  formal  site  recordation  forms  (CA  DPR  523  series)  and/or 
documentation  for  nomination  to  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places/California 
Register  of  Historical  Resources.  In  instances  of  high  public  interest  or  interpretive 
value,  the  ERO  may  require  a  different  final  report  content,  format,  and  distribution  than 
that  presented  above. 

Improvement  Measures 

Improvement  measures  diminish  effects  of  the  project  that  were  found  through  the  environmental 
analysis  to  be  less-than-significant  impacts. 

Transportation 

To  reduce  the  parking  shortfall  associated  with  the  proposed  project,  the  project  sponsor  could 
implement  one  or  more  of  the  following  improvement  measures: 

•  Provide  valet  or  attendant  parking  within  the  parking  garage. 

•  Encourage  grocery  store  or  retail  employers  to  provide  reduced-rate  or  free  transit 
passes  to  employees. 

•  Provide  on-site  parking  spaces  for  City  CarShare  vehicles. 

•  Provide  additional  bicycle  amenities  for  grocery  store  employees  which  may 
encourage  more  employees  to  bicycle  to  work. 

•  Provide  a  loading  dock  supervisor  on  staff  to  schedule  deliveries  and  to  direct  traffic  on 
the  street  during  the  peak  loading  times. 
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Hazards 

•  If  additional  soil  contamination  were  discovered,  removal/remediation  of 
contaminated  soils  would  be  conducted  in  accordance  with  local,  state  and  federal 
regulations. 

•  The  City  through  the  Department  of  Public  Health  will  notify  the  California 
Department  of  Toxic  Substances  Control  (DTSC)  of  meetings  where  issues  relevant 
to  their  statutory  authority  are  discussed. 


E.  UNAVOroABLE  SIGNIFICANT  IMPACTS  (page  87) 

The  proposed  project,  if  not  mitigated  by  actions  by  the  Department  of  Parking  and  Traffic,  would  have 
the  following  unavoidable  significant  impacts  in  the  area  of  traffic: 

Project  Impacts 

•  The  project  sponsor  has  agreed  to  request  implementation  of  traffic  mitigation  for  the 
intersection  of  17"^  Street  and  Potrero  Avenue  from  the  San  Francisco  Department  of 
Parking  and  Traffic.  If  this  mitigation  has  not  been  adopted  at  the  time  of  project 
approval,  the  Planning  Commission  would  be  required  to  make  a  finding  that  the  project 
would  contribute  to  a  significant  environmental  impact. 

Cumulative  Impacts 

•  The  project  would  have  a  significant  contribution  to  the  2015  cumulative  conditions  at 
the  intersections  of  le'^/Rhode  Island,  16*/De  Haro,  17*/Rhode  Island,  H'^/Kansas 
Streets,  and  17'VPotrero  Avenue.  The  project  sponsor  has  agreed  to  request 
implementation  of  traffic  mitigation  measures  from  the  San  Francisco  Department  of 
Parking  and  Traffic.  If  these  mitigations  have  not  been  adopted  at  the  time  of  project 
approval,  the  Planning  Commission  would  be  required  to  make  a  finding  that  the  project 
would  contribute  to  a  significant  environmental  impact  at  each  intersection. 

F.  ALTERNATIVES  TO  THE  PROJECT  (page  89) 
Alternative  A:  No  Project 

This  alternative  would  entail  no  change  to  the  site,  which  would  remain  in  its  existing  condition.  The 
No  Project  Alternative  would  not  have  any  of  the  impacts  of  the  proposed  project,  including  the 
potentially  significant  contributions  to  the  intersection  of  1 7^/Potrero  and  to  the  20 1 5  cumulative  traffic 
conditions  at  the  intersections  of  le'^/Rhode  Island,  16^^/  De  Haro,  IT'^/Rhode  Island,  H'^/Kansas  and 
17'VPotrero. 
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Alternative  B:  Code  Compliant/No  Rezoning  Alternative 

This  altemati^"e  would  entail  onh'  permitted  uses  on  the  proj  ect  site  ^^"ithout  any  change  to  the  zoning  or 
exceptions  to  the  Planning  Code.  The  alternative  would  allow  a  40-foot-high  structure  containing  a 
maximum  of  240.000  square  feet  \^'ith  a  maximum  Floor  .-Vrea  Ratio  of  3: 1.  About  160  parking  spaces 
and  fn'e  loading  spaces  \^'ould  be  provided.  This  alternative  would  be  a  manufacturing  or  light  industrial 
use  that  \^'ould  have  fewer  impacts,  compared  to  the  proposed  project,  related  to  public  utilities  demand, 
water  and  energ}'  consumption.  Manufacmring  light  industrial  use  would  generate  about  423  employees 
compared  to  the  proposed  project  population  of  330.  The  absence  of  retail  grocers'  store  uses  would 
result  m  fewer  vehicle  trips  than  the  proposed  project,  both  daily  and  p.m.  peak-hour  trips,  reduced 
transit  demand,  and  reduced  parking  demand.  The  Code  Compliant  No  Rezoning  Alternative  would 
generate  approximateh'  1,896  daily  person  trips  and  113  peak  hour  vehicle  trips,  compared  to 
approximately  12,295  ne^^"  daih'  person  trips  and  405  new  peak  hour  vehicle  trips  generated  by  the 
proposed  project.  This  reduction  in  vehicle  trips  would  result  in  a  substantial  reduction  in  vehicle  delays 
at  the  local  intersections  as  compared  to  the  proj  ect.  There  \^'ould  be  a  increase  in  loading  dock  activit>' 
compared  to  the  proposed  project.  This  alternative  combined  with  the  350  Rhode  Island  Street  project 
(the  Baseline  conditions)  would  cause  the  signalized  intersection  of  I?"'  Street/Potrero  Avenue  to 
deteriorate  to  LOS  D.  compared  to  the  proposed  project  LOS  of  E.  Under  the  20 1 5  Cumulative  scenario, 
this  altemative  would  avoid  a  significant  impact  at  17"'^,Rliode  Island.  However,  unacceptable 
cumulative  operating  conditions  \\ould  still  occur  at  16"''  Potrero,  1 7"''.  Potrero  (LOS  E  instead  of  LOS  F), 
16'*'  Rhode  Island  and  17'"''. Kansas,  although  the  project's  contribution  to  these  unacceptable  operating 
conditions  would  be  less. 

Generation  of  transit  trips  b}' this  altemative  \\"Ouldbe  41  p.m.  peak-hour  trips,  as  compared  to  134  trips 
for  the  proposed  project.  Parking  demand  \^"ould  be  similarly  reduced,  and  any  shortfall  of  provided 
parking  relative  to  demand  under  this  altemative  would  be  reduced  in  comparison  to  the  proposed 
project. 

This  alternative  would  generate  a  lower  rate  of  vehicle  emissions  of  reactive  organic  gases,  nitrogen 
oxides,  particulates  and  carbon  monoxide  in  the  region.  The  levels  would  be  insignificant  relative  to 
total  regional  emissions  of  these  pollutants,  and  \\'ould  be  well  below  the  Bay  Area  Air  Quality 
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Management  District's  thresholds  of  significance.  Project  effects  related  to  geology,  hydrology,  and 
potential  subsurface  cultural  resources  would  be  comparable  to  those  of  the  project. 

The  visual  impacts  of  the  Code  Compliant/No  Rezoning  Alternative  would  be  more  pronounced  than 
the  proposed  project  as  the  building  would  be  higher  on  Mariposa  Street  (40  feet  compared  to  WA  for 
the  proposed  project),  potentially  blocking  more  view  of  the  nearby  residents.  Along  17'^  Street, 
however,  the  building  would  be  about  40  feet  tall,  approximately  llYi  feet  lower  than  the  proposed 
project.  Construction  impacts  of  this  alternative  would  be  similar  to  those  of  the  proposed  project. 

Alternative  C:  Reduced  Development  Alternative 

Under  this  alternative,  a  building  similar  to  the  proposed  project  but  slightly  smaller  would  be 
constructed  that  would  contain  only  residential  units  and  parking.  There  would  be  no  retail  or  grocery 
store  uses.  The  building  would  contain  about  199  residential  units  and  approximately  199  parking 
spaces.  Similar  to  the  proposed  project,  this  alternative  building  would  be  stepped  down  the  hillside  on 
the  site  in  order  to  preserve,  to  the  maximum  extent  possible,  the  views  available  along  Mariposa  Street, 
particularly  at  the  southwest  end  of  the  site. 

Most  of  the  potential  impacts  identified  for  the  proposed  project  would  occur  with  the  Reduced 
Development  Alternative,  but  at  a  reduced  level.  This  alternative  would  involve  construction  of  a  five- 
story,  approximately  1 97,000-square-foot  building.  There  would  be  about  3 1  more  residential  units,  but 
no  retail  or  grocery  store  employees.  Thus,  the  change  in  land  use  would  be  similar,  and  the  resultant 
population  density  of  this  alternative  would  be  the  equivalent  of  the  proposed  project:  about  330  people 
including  residents,  building  security,  maintenance,  and  parking  staff. 

The  absence  of  retail/grocery  store  uses  would  translate  to  fewer  vehicle  trips,  both  daily  and  p.m. 
peak-hour  trips,  reduced  transit  demand,  and  reduced  parking  demand.  The  Reduced  Development 
Alternative  would  generate  approximately  1,715  daily  person  trips  and  191  peak  hour  vehicle  trips, 
compared  to  approximately  1 2,295  new  daily  person  trips  and  405  new  peak  hour  vehicle  trips  generated 
by  the  proposed  project.  This  reduction  in  vehicle-trips  could  result  in  a  reduction  in  vehicle  delays  at 
the  local  intersections  as  compared  to  the  project.  This  alternative  combined  with  the  350  Rhode  Island 
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Street  project  (the  Baseline  conditions),  would  cause  the  signalized  intersection  of  17*  Street/Potrero 
Avenue  to  deteriorate  to  LOS  D,  compared  to  the  proposed  project  LOS  of  E.  Under  the  2015 
Cumulative  scenario,  this  alternative  would  avoid  a  significant  impact  at  17'VRhode  Island.  However, 
unacceptable  cumulative  operating  conditions  would  still  occur  at  16'VPotrero,  16'''/De  Haro,  H'^'/Potrero 
(LOS  E  instead  of  LOS  F),  16'VRhode  Island  and  17*/Kansas,  although  the  project's  contribution  to  these 
unacceptable  operating  conditions  would  be  less. 

Generation  of  transit  trips  by  this  alternative  would  be  58  p.m.  peak-hour  trips,  as  compared  to  1 34  trips 
for  the  proposed  project.  Parking  demand  would  be  similarly  reduced,  and  any  shortfall  of  provided 
parking  relative  to  demand  under  this  alternative  would  be  reduced  in  comparison  to  the  proposed 
project. 

This  alternative  would  generate  a  lower  rate  of  vehicle  emissions  of  reactive  organic  gases,  nitrogen 
oxides,  particulates  and  carbon  monoxide  in  the  region.  The  levels  would  be  insignificant  relative  to 
total  regional  emissions  of  these  pollutants,  and  would  be  well  below  the  Bay  Area  Air  Quality 
Management  District's  thresholds  of  significance.  The  public  services  demand  and  energy  consumption 
under  this  alternative  would  be  about  the  same  as  the  proposed  project  as  the  population  generating  the 
demand  would  be  about  the  same.  However,  project  effects  related  to  geology,  hydrology,  and  potential 
subsurface  cultural  resources  would  be  comparable  to  those  of  the  project. 

The  visual  impacts  of  the  Reduced  Development  Alternative  would  be  about  the  same  as  the  proposed 
project.  Construction  impacts  of  this  alternative  would  be  similar  to  those  of  the  proposed  project. 

G.    AREAS  OF  CONTROVERSY  AND  ISSUES  TO  BE 
RESOLVED 

This  environmental  impact  report  focuses  on  the  issue  of  transportation.  All  other  potential 
environmental  effects  were  found  to  be  at  a  less-than-significant  level  or  to  be  mitigated  to  a  less-than- 
significant  level  with  mitigation  measures  agreed  to  by  the  project  sponsor.  Please  see  the  Initial  Study, 
included  in  this  document  as  Appendix  A,  for  analysis  of  other  issues. 
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Residents  of  this  neighborhood  may  be  concerned  about  the  potential  impacts  of  a  change  in  neighboring 
use  on  a  block  that  was  previously  used  for  non-residential  use.  In  addition,  business  owners  and 
employees  in  the  surrounding  urbanized  area  may  have  concerns  about  any  new  project.  The  Planning 
Commission  will  be  asked  to  certify  the  FEIR  after  publication  and  distribution  of  written  responses  to 
all  comments  received  on  the  Draft  EIR. 

Concern  has  been  expressed  regarding  the  appropriateness  of  rezoning  the  project  area  to  NC-3.  This 
issue  is  not  a  physical  environmental  impact  and  will  be  considered  by  the  Planning  Commission 
independently  of  the  environmental  review  process,  as  part  of  the  decision  whether  to  approve,  modify 
or  disapprove  the  proposed  rezoning  and  development  project  as  noted  below. 

Concern  was  also  expressed  over  the  height  and  bulk  of  the  proposed  project,  the  transportation  impacts, 
utilities  and  visual  effects.  These  concerns  are  either  addressed  in  the  SEIR,  the  Initial  Study  (Appendix 
A)  or  are  other  planning  issues  that  may  be  grounds  for  modification  or  denial  of  the  proposal  by  the 
Planning  Commission,  however,  none  of  the  concerns  were  found  to  have  a  significant  effect  on  the 
environment. 

After  FEIR  certification,  and  following  consideration  of  community  concerns  as  expressed  in  the  fliture 
Conditional  Use  public  hearing  and  the  information  presented  in  the  Initial  Study  and  this  EIR,  the  San 
Francisco  Planning  Commission  (or  the  Board  of  Supervisors  on  appeal)  will  decide  whether  or  not  to 
approve  the  proposed  project,  and  the  Board  of  Supervisors  will  decide  whether  to  rezone  the  site  and 
create  the  Grocery  Store  SUD. 
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n.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION 


The  project  sponsor,  A.F.  Evans  Development,  Inc.,  proposes  to  construct  an  approximately  204,800- 
square-foot  mixed-use  development  including  approximately  168  dwelling  units,  up  to  34,500  square 
feet  of  neighborhood-serving  retail  space,  and  accessory  on-site  parking  for  roughly  323  cars  (168 
residential  spaces  and  155  retail  spaces). 

Also  included  in  the  project  are  ordinances  amending  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Code  to  change  the 
zoning  on  the  block  bounded  by  Rhode  Island,  17"*,  Kansas  and  Mariposa  Streets  from  M-1  (Light 
Industrial)  to  NC-3  (moderate-Scale  Neighborhood  Commercial).  The  ordinance  would  also  add  Section 
781.10  to  the  Planning  Code  to  create  a  17"^  and  Rhode  Island  Street  Grocery  Store  Special  Use 
Subdistrict  (Grocery  Store  SUD)  applicable  to  the  block  described  above  to  permit  a  neighborhood 
grocery  store  with  accessory  beer,  wine,  and  liquor  sales. 

A.     PROJECT  SPONSOR'S  OBJECTIVES 

The  project  sponsor  has  the  following  objectives  for  the  revised  proposed  project: 

•  Develop  a  high-quality,  economically  feasible  mixed-use  residential/commercial 
building  in  the  Potrero  Hill  area  of  San  Francisco  to  provide  residential  units,  retail 
space  (including  a  grocery  store  with  liquor,  beer  and  wine  sales),  and  associated 
parking  to  meet  the  local  and  regional  demand  for  housing  and  retail  shopping  needs 
in  the  Potrero  Hill  neighborhood. 

•  Develop  a  project  consistent  with  the  existing  urban  design  character  of  the  area, 
compatible  with  neighboring  uses,  and  consistent  with  community  objectives  for  the 
Showplace  Square/Potrero  Hill  Community  Planning  Process. 

•  Reuse  an  existing,  vacant  urban  in-fill  site  with  residential,  retail/commercial  uses 
and  parking. 

•  Provide  a  source  of  sales,  property  and  utility  tax  revenue  to  the  City  and  County  of 
San  Francisco. 

•  Develop  a  project  with  sufficient  residential  density  to  be  economically  feasible, 
include  a  significant  number  of  affordable  units,  and  help  address  the  City  and 
region's  severe  housing  shortage. 

•  Complete  the  project  on  schedule  and  within  budget. 

•  Develop  a  project  with  minimal  environmental  disruption. 
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II.  Project  Description 


B.  PROJECT  LOCATION 

The  project  site  is  located  in  the  Showplace  Square/Potrero  Hill  Community  Plan  Area  on  a  full  city 
block  commonly  known  as  450  Rhode  Island  and  bounded  by  1 7*  Street  to  the  north,  Rhode  Island  Street 
to  the  east,  Mariposa  Street  to  the  south,  and  Kansas  Street  to  the  west.  The  site  is  on  Lot  1  in  Assessor's 
Block  3978  (Figure  1,  page  21).  The  rectangular-shaped  project  site  measures  about  400  feet  in  length 
on  the  Rhode  Island  Street  frontage  and  about  200  feet  in  depth.  The  project  site  is  approximately  80,000 
square  feet  in  area  (1 .84  acres)  and  slopes  uphill  over  56  feet  from  elevation  +I6I/2  feet  above  mean  sea 
level  at  the  northeast  comer  to  +73  feet  above  mean  sea  level  at  the  southwest  comer. 

The  site  is  presently  zoned  M-1  (Light  Industrial)  and  is  within  a  40-X  Height-Bulk  District.  The 
allowable  floor  area  ratio  (FAR)  in  this  district  is  5: 1  (up  to  400,000  square  feet  of  development).  The 
M-1  district  accommodates  wholesaling  and  business  services,  office,  retail  and  some  light 
manufacturing  and  processing.  In  recognition  of  the  potentially  adverse  effects  of  industrial  uses  and  the 
proximity  of  industrial  districts  to  residential  and  other  commercial  areas,  standards  are  imposed  as  to 
enclosure  within  buildings  and  screening  of  outdoor  uses.  Residential  units  are  permitted  with 
Conditional  Use  authorization. 

The  site  is  presently  vacant  and  was  previously  approved  for  development  of  a  313,000-square-foot 
business  services/multimedia  building.  The  prior  building  on  the  site,  the  S&C  Ford  Service  Center,  was 
demolished  in  2001  pursuant  to  the  prior  project  approval.  Because  the  proposed  business  services 
tenant,  Macromedia,  has  withdrawn  from  the  project,  the  previously  approved  project  is  no  longer  under 
consideration. 

C.  PROJECT  CHARACTERISTICS 
Development 

The  revised  proposed  project  would  entail  rezoning  of  the  site  from  M-1  to  NC-3  (Moderate-Scale 
Neighborhood  Commercial)  and  Grocery  Store  SUD,  and  constmction  of  a  two-  to  five-story  building 
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II.  Project  Description 


PROPOSED  PROJECT  LOCATION    FIGURE  1 
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II.  Project  Description 


containing  approximately  204,800  square  feet  of  mixed-use  residential  and  retail/commercial  with 
accessory  parking.  The  proposed  project  would  feature  approximately  1 68  residential  units,  about  4,000 
square  feet  of  retail  space,  approximately  34,500  square  feet  of  grocery  store  space  (including  liquor, 
beer  and  wine  sales),  and  a  parking  garage  for  approximately  323  independently  accessible  self-park 
spaces  (occupying  approximately  1 17,000  square  feet). 

The  proposed  building  would  have  six  levels  that  would  step  up  the  north  slope  of  Potrero  Hill  (Figures 
2  to  9,  pages  23  to  30).  The  building  mass  would  be  separated  at  mid-block  by  a  mews  (courtyard)  that 
would  run  between  Kansas  and  Rhode  Island  Street,  and  be  publicly  accessible  during  the  daytime. 
There  would  be  two  center  courtyards,  one  each  in  the  north  and  south  residential  sections  of  the 
building.  The  height  of  the  building  would  vary,  from  about  SlYz  feet  at  the  comer  of  17"^  Street  and 
Kansas  Street  to  about  16/4  feet  at  the  comer  of  Kansas  Street  and  Mariposa  Street.  An  approximately 
2,000-square-foot  publicly-accessible  pocket  park  would  be  provided  on  the  southwest  comer  of  the  site, 
at  the  intersection  of  Mariposa  and  Kansas  Streets.  Approximately  4,000  square  feet  of  neighborhood 
retail  space  would  be  located  at  ground  level  on  17"'  Street  and  at  the  comer  of  Kansas  and  17""  Streets. 
The  approximately  34,500-square-foot  grocery  store  would  have  a  primary  access  about  mid-block  on 
Rhode  Island  Street  and  a  secondary  entrance/exit  at  the  comer  of  17"^  and  Rhode  Island  Streets. 

The  168  residential  units  would  contain  a  mix  of  approximately  28  studio  units  (about  525  square  feet 
in  size);  65  one-bedroom  units  (about  740  square  feet  in  size);  68  two-bedroom  units  (1,008  square  feet 
in  size);  and  9  three-bedroom  units  (1,200  square  feet  in  size).  The  residences  would  be  accessible  via 
the  mews  area  between  Rhode  Island  and  Kansas  Streets  and  from  Mariposa  Street.  Twelve  percent  or 
approximately  20  of  the  units  would  be  affordable  in  conformance  with  legislation  recently  adopted  by 
the  Board  of  Supervisors. 

Four  parking  levels,  three  with  a  separate  ingress  and  egress  on  Rhode  Island  Street,  would  provide 
approximately  323  self-park  spaces.  The  lower  garage  would  have  a  separate  entrance/exit  and  would 
provide  parking  for  customers  of  the  retail  shops  and  the  grocery  store,  as  well  as  parking  for  the  project 
residents.  The  second  parking  level  would  have  a  separate  entrance/exit  and  would  have  a  ramp  leading 
to  the  third  level.  Both  levels  would  provide  parking  for  the  retail/grocery  customers  and  residents.  The 
fourth  level  garage  would  have  a  separate  entrance/exit  and  would  be  exclusively  used  by  residents.  An 
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II.  Project  Description 


Source:  Christiani  Johnson  Architects 

PROPOSED  SITE  PLAN    FIGURE  2 
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PROPOSED  LEVEL  ONE   FIGURE  3 
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n.  Project  Description 


Mariposa  Street 


Source:  Christiani  Johnson  Architects 
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PROPOSED  LEVEL  TWO    FIGURE  4 
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PROPOSED  LEVEL  FOUR   FIGURE  5 


Source:  Christiani  Johnson  Architects 
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II.  Project  Description 
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PROPOSED  LEVEL  SIX   FIGURE  6 


Source:  Christiani  Johnson  Architects 
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II.  Project  Description 


on-site  loading  dock  with  two  spaces  for  retail  uses  and  the  grocery  store  would  be  located  off  of  17"" 
Street.  Residents  and  grocery  store  customers  would  use  three  60-foot-long  white  zones  on  Kansas, 
Mariposa  and  Rhode  Island  Streets.  There  would  be  about  100  bicycle  spaces  in  the  residential  garage, 
plus  approximately  20  publicly  accessible  bicycle  spaces  for  the  retail  and  grocery  store  employees  and 
customers. 

In  addition  to  the  small  park  on  the  comer  of  Mariposa  and  Kansas  Streets,  the  revised  project  would  also 
include  approximately  17,000  square  feet  of  landscaped  common  area  courtyard,  including  the  mews  and 
roof  decks  (an  average  of  100  square  feet  per  unit). 

The  revised  project  construction  would  take  about  1 8  months.  The  project  construction  cost  is  estimated 
at  $20  million  (including  excavation,  foundation,  erection,  and  exterior).  The  project  sponsor  is  A.F. 
Evans  Development,  Inc.,  and  the  project  architect  is  Christiani  Johnson  Architecture. 

Planning  Code  Amendments 

On  December  16,  2002,  two  ordinances  were  introduced  at  the  Board  of  Supervisors:  (1)  An 
Amendment  to  Section  Maps  8  and  8SU  of  the  Zoning  Map  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  to 
rezone  the  proposed  project  site  from  M-1  to  NC-3  and  the  17""  and  Rhode  Island  Street  Grocery  Store 
Special  Use  Subdistrict,  and  (2)  An  Amendment  to  the  Planning  Code  to  create  the  1 7""  and  Rhode  Island 
Street  Grocery  Store  Special  Use  Subdistrict  (Grocery  Store  SUD)  (proposed  Planning  Code  Section 
781.10).  The  size  and  density  of  the  proposed  revised  project's  residential  uses  would  be  permitted  under 
NC-3  zoning,  and  the  proposed  grocery  store  would  be  allowed  to  sell  liquor,  beer,  and  wine  under  the 
Grocery  Store  SUD  overlay  (off-sale  liquor,  beer  and  wine  sales  are  not  permitted  in  other  NC-3 
districts). 

D.     REZONING  AND  PROJECT  APPROVAL  REQUIREMENTS 

This  SEIR  will  undergo  a  public  comment  period  as  noted  on  the  cover,  including  a  public  hearing  before 
the  Plarming  Commission  on  the  Draft  SEIR.  Following  the  public  comment  period,  responses  to  written 
and  oral  comments  will  be  prepared  and  published  in  a  Draft  Comments  and  Responses  document, 
presented  to  the  Planning  Commission  for  certification  as  to  accuracy,  objectivity,  and  completeness. 
No  rezoning,  approvals  or  permits  may  be  issued  before  the  Final  SEIR  is  certified  by  the  Planning 
Commission. 
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II.  Project  Description 


The  San  Francisco  Planning  Code,  which  incorporates  by  reference  the  City's  Zoning  Maps,  governs 
permitted  uses,  densities,  and  the  configuration  of  buildings  within  San  Francisco.  Permits  to  construct 
new  buildings  (or  to  alter  or  demolish  existing  ones)  may  not  be  issued  unless  either  the  proposed  project 
conforms  to  the  Planning  Code,  an  exception  is  granted  pursuant  to  provisions  of  the  Planning  Code, 
or  an  appropriate  amendment  to  the  Planning  Code  is  adopted. 

Assuming  NC-3  and  Grocery  Store  SUD  zoning  as  defined  above,  the  proposed  revised  project  would 
require  Conditional  Use  authorization  from  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Commission,  including  a  public 
hearing,  pursuant  to  the  Planning  Code  Section  121.1  (for  the  development  of  a  site  in  excess  of  1 0,000 
square  feet),  Section  121.2  (for  a  retail  space  in  excess  of  6,000  square  feet),  and  proposed  Section 
781.10  (liquor  sales  as  integral  element  of  grocery  store).  The  revised  proposed  project  is  being  proposed 
as  a  Planned  Unit  Development  (PUD)  under  Section  304(a)  of  the  Planning  Code  for  residential  density, 
rear  yard  modification,  and  a  minor  modification  in  height  measurements.  According  to  Section  304(a): 

The  procedures  for  Planned  Unit  Developments  are  intended  for  projects  on  sites  of  considerable 
size,  developed  as  integrated  units  and  designed  to  produce  an  environment  of  stable  and 
desirable  character  which  will  benefit  the  occupants,  the  neighborhood,  and  the  City  as  a  whole. 
In  cases  of  outstanding  overall  design,  complementary  to  the  design  and  values  of  the 
surrounding  area,  such  a  project  may  merit  a  well-reasoned  modification  of  certain  of  the 
provisions  contained  elsewhere  in  this  Code. 

The  proposed  project  would  require  issuance  of  a  building  permit  by  the  Department  of  Building 
Inspection  and  approval  from  the  Department  of  Public  Works  for  curb  cuts  on  Rhode  Island  and  17"' 
Streets. 

The  Showplace  Square/Lower  Potrero  Hill  Community  Planning  Process  is  developing  potential  zoning 
changes  for  the  area,  including  the  project  site.  In  February  2003,  the  Planning  Department  released  its 
Rezoning  Options  Workbook  for  the  Eastern  Neighborhoods,  including  Showplace  Square/Potrero  Hill. 
The  Workbook  presented  three  rezoning  alternatives  for  the  Showplace  Square/Potrero  Hill  area, 
including  the  project  site.  All  three  rezoning  alternatives  placed  the  project  site  in  a  Residential/ 
Commercial  zoning  district.  The  Residential/Commercial  zoning  district  would  permit  commercial  and 
retail  uses  (including  liquor,  beer  and  wine  sales)  and  would  permit  residential  dwelling  units  with  no 
density  limitation.  The  proposed  rezoning  to  NC-3  and  Grocery  Store  SUD  is  an  interim  zoning  scheme 
that  is  intended  to  be  consistent  with  the  proposed  Residential/Commercial  zoning  and  would  be  in  place 
only  until  the  Residential/Commercial  zoning  for  the  area  is  finalized  and  adopted  by  the  Board  of 
Supervisors,  which  would  likely  not  occur  until  some  time  in  2004. 
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Environmental  plans  and  policies  are  those,  like  the  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Plan,  which  directly  address 
physical  environmental  issues  and/or  contain  targets  or  standards  which  must  be  met  in  order  to  preserve 
or  improve  characteristics  of  the  City's  physical  environment.  The  proposed  project  would  not  obviously 
or  substantially  conflict  with  any  such  adopted  environmental  plan  or  policy. 

In  November  1986,  the  voters  of  San  Francisco  approved  Proposition  M,  the  Accountable  Planning 
Initiative,  which  added  Section  101.1  to  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Code  to  establish  eight  Priority 
Policies.  These  policies  are:  preservation  and  enhancement  of  neighborhood-serving  retail  uses; 
protection  of  neighborhood  character;  preservation  and  enhancement  of  affordable  housing; 
discouragement  of  commuter  automobiles;  protection  of  industrial  and  service  land  uses  from 
conmiercial  office  development  and  enhancement  of  resident  employment  and  business  ownership; 
maximization  of  earthquake  preparedness;  landmark  and  historic  building  preservation;  and  protection 
of  open  space.  Prior  to  rezoning  an  area;  prior  to  issuing  a  permit  for  any  project  which  requires  an 
Initial  Study  under  CEQA;  prior  to  issuing  a  permit  for  any  demolition,  conversion,  or  change  of  use;  and 
prior  to  taking  any  action  which  requires  a  finding  of  consistency  with  the  General  Plan,  the  City  is 
required  to  find  that  the  proposed  project  or  legislation  is  consistent  with  the  Priority  Policies.  The  case 
report  and  approval  motions  for  the  proposed  project  will  contain  the  analysis  determining  whether  the 
proposed  project  is  consistent  with  the  Priority  Policies. 

E.  ENVIRONMENTAL  ANALYSIS  FOR  REZONING  AND 
AMENDMENTS  TO  THE  PLANNING  CODE 

The  goal  for  the  proposed  rezoning  to  NC-3  (Moderate-Scale  Neighborhood  Commercial)  and  Planning 
Code  Amendments  for  a  Grocery  Store  Special  Use  Subdistrict  is  to  allow  a  higher  density  of  housing 
and  a  neighborhood  grocery  store  that  will  be  able  to  sell  a  frill  range  of  items  including  liquor,  beer  and 
wine.  In  other  words,  the  proposed  rezoning  and  changes  to  the  Planning  Code  would  allow  the 
development  project  as  proposed  by  the  project  sponsor.  As  the  proposed  area  for  the  rezoning  and 
changes  to  the  Planning  Code  would  be  the  same  area  as  the  proposed  development  project,  the 
environmental  effects  of  the  rezoning  and  changes  to  the  Planning  Code  would  be  the  same  as  the 
proposed  development  project. 

The  Initial  Study  for  the  proposed  development  project  (see  Appendix  A,  page  A-1)  found  that  the 
development  project  would  have  either  no  significant  environmental  effects  or  less-than-significant 
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environmental  effects  after  implementation  of  mitigation  measures  in  the  enviroimiental  areas  of  land 
use,  air  quality,  population,  shadows,  wind,  noise,  utilities/public  services,  biology,  geology/topography, 
water,  energy,  natural  resources,  hazards,  and  historic  architectural  cultural  resources.  Therefore,  the 
rezoning/Special  Use  Subdistrict  project  would  also  have  no  impacts  in  these  areas.  The  Initial  Study 
found  that  transportation  had  a  potential  for  significant  environmental  impacts  and  is  discussed  in  this 
SEIR.  Land  use  and  visual  quality  are  discussed  in  the  SEIR  for  informational  purposes. 
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m.  ENVIRONMENTAL  SETTING  AND  IMPACTS 


On  October  5,  2000,  a  Final  Environmental  Impact  Report  (FEIR)  was  certified  by  the  San  Francisco 
Planning  Commission  for  a  four-story  building  providing  313,000  square  feet  of  business  services/ 
multimedia  space  and  two  levels  of  underground  parking  at  450  Rhode  Island  Street.  Pursuant  to 
Sections  1 5 1 62  and  1 5 1 63  of  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act  (CEQA),  a  supplement  to  an  EIR 
may  be  prepared  when  substantial  changes  are  proposed  in  the  project  and/or  substantial  changes  have 
occurred  with  respect  to  circumstances  under  which  the  project  would  be  undertaken,  but  "only  minor 
additions  or  changes  would  be  necessary  to  make  the  FEIR  adequately  apply  to  the  project  in  the  changed 
situation."  Since  certification,  the  project  has  changed  from  a  business  service/multimedia  project  to  a 
mixed-use  residential/retail  development  requiring  a  rezoning  and  creation  of  the  Grocery  Store  Special 
Use  Subdistrict  (Grocery  Store  SUD). 

A  Notice  that  a  Supplemental  EIR  is  Determined  to  be  Required  (with  an  attached  Initial  Study)  was 
published  on  November  1 , 2002.  The  Initial  Study  determined  that  the  following  effects  of  the  proposed 
project  would  either  be  insignificant  or  would  be  reduced  to  a  less-than-significant  level  by  mitigation 
measures  included  in  the  proposed  project  and  thus  required  no  further  analysis:  air  quality,  population; 
shadows;  wind;  noise;  utilities/public  services;  biology;  geology/topography;  water;  energy/natural 
resources;  lead  paint  and  asbestos  hazards;  and  architecturally  historic  cultural  resources  (see  Appendix 
A,  page  A-1,  for  the  Initial  Study).  Therefore,  the  SEIR  does  not  discuss  these  issues.  The  proposed 
project's  potentially  significant  impacts  in  the  area  of  transportation  are  assessed  in  this  chapter.  A 
discussion  of  the  project's  visual  quality/urban  design  is  contained  in  the  SEIR  for  informational 
purposes.  A  section  of  growth  inducement  is  also  included. 

A.     LAND  USE,  ZONING,  AND  GENERAL  PLAN  CONSISTENCY 

SETTING 
Land  Use 

The  approximately  80,000-square-foot  project  site  occupies  the  entire  block  bounded  by  Rhode  Island, 
17*^,  Kansas,  and  Mariposa  Streets  in  San  Francisco's  Potrero  Hill  neighborhood.  It  is  about  four  blocks 
east  of  the  Mission  District  and  two  blocks  west  of  Jackson  Playground.  The  site  is  currently  vacant  and 
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was  formerly  occupied  by  a  large  single-story  steel  frame  building  housing  S&C  Ford,  an  automobile 
parts  and  service  center. 

The  neighborhood  north  and  northeast  of  the  project  site  is  characterized  by  a  variety  of  mixed 
commercial  and  light  industrial  uses,  dominated  by  home  fiirnishings/interior  design  businesses.  Li 
addition,  there  are  a  number  of  small  and  medium-sized  office  buildings  in  the  area.  Buildings  in  the 
area  range  from  one  to  six  stories  in  height,  though  the  majority  are  two  or  three  stories. 

Immediately  north,  across  Rhode  Island  Street,  is  a  newly  constructed  four-story  50-foot-tall  office 
building.  To  the  west  of  this  block  (i.e.,  diagonally  across  from  the  proposed  project  site)  are 
approximately  ten  contemporary  furniture,  antiques,  and  home  furnishings  stores  housed  in  one-  and 
two-story  wood  frame  and  cement  block  buildings.  The  western  side  of  the  block  contains  studios  for 
a  design  company,  an  auto  body  shop,  and  offices  for  the  J.  David  Gladstone  Institute,  which  conducts 
disease  research.  The  block  immediately  west  of  the  project  site  contains  a  few  furniture  stores,  a 
Chinese  restaurant,  the  Middendorf  Breath  Institute,  the  Breath  Center  of  San  Francisco,  and  a  restaurant. 
The  east  side  of  this  block  is  lined  with  single-family  residences,  while  single-family  homes  intermixed 
with  duplexes  occupy  the  west  side  of  the  block.  A  section  of  the  U.S.  101  freeway  passes  just  west  of 
this  block  and  curves  to  the  southwest.  The  freeway  becomes  elevated  between  Mariposa  and  1 7'^  Street 
as  Potrero  Hill  drops  away  beneath  it. 

A  two-story,  40-foot-high  office  building  occupies  most  of  the  block  to  the  east  of  the  project  site.  The 
building  houses  offices  for  a  number  of  companies,  many  of  them  were  multimedia  companies  now  out 
of  business,  and  a  large  retail  furniture  store.  A  private  fenced  garden  behind  the  building  appears  to  be 
utilized  by  the  office  building  occupants.  A  wood-frame  teddy  bear  factory  and  retail  store  is  also 
located  in  this  block,  at  the  northwest  comer  of  Mariposa  and  De  Haro  Streets.  The  commercial  uses  in 
the  block  immediately  northeast  of  the  project  site  are  quite  varied.  The  block  includes  an  auto  repair 
shop,  plumbing  repair  company,  furniture  store,  dance  school  studio,  three-story  live-work  building, 
large  vacant  lot,  and  a  three-story  cement  block  building  with  nine  office  tenants.  The  block  also 
contains  a  one-story  metal  building  housing  two  restaurants,  a  bakery/cafe,  art  gallery,  night  club,  and 
an  office. 
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A  sharp  transition  in  land  uses  occurs  at  Mariposa  Street,  with  the  blocks  to  the  south  almost  entirely 
occupied  by  single-family  and  multi-unit  residential  buildings.  Two  notable  exceptions  are  the  St. 
Gregory's  Episcopal  Church,  on  the  southwest  comer  of  Mariposa  and  De  Haro  Streets,  and  the 
two-story  Slovenian  Hall,  located  on  the  southwest  comer  of  Mariposa  and  Vermont  Streets.  The  project 
site  is  about  two  blocks  south  of  a  concentration  of  large  showrooms,  building  complexes,  and  small 
individual  businesses  devoted  to  the  sale  of  home  fiimishings,  antiques,  and  home  accessories.  Among 
the  larger  and  better  known  of  these  venues  are  Showplace  Square,  the  San  Francisco  Design  Center,  the 
Design  Pavilion,  and  Beacon  Hill  Showrooms. 

Zoning 

The  project  site  is  located  in  an  M-1  (Light  Lidustrial)  District  and  a  40-X  Height  and  Bulk  District  (see 
Figure  9A  on  the  following  page).  The  M-1  District  is  one  of  two  types  of  districts  providing  land  for 
industrial  development.  M-1  districts  are  more  suitable  for  smaller  industries  dependent  upon  tmck 
transportation.  Most  industries  are  permitted  in  M-1  districts  unless  they  possess  particularly  noxious 
characteristics.  The  permitted  industries  have  certain  requirements  as  to  enclosure,  screening,  and 
minimum  distance  from  residential  districts.  All  other  commercial  uses  are  also  permitted  in  M-1 
districts,  at  a  FAR  (floor  area  ratio)  of  5:1  such  that  up  to  400,000  square  feet  of  commercial 
development  is  currently  permitted  at  the  site.  Residential  units  are  also  permitted  with  Conditional  Use 
authorization  in  M- 1  districts.  With  PUD  authorization,  up  to  1 32  dwelling  units  would  be  permitted  on 
the  project  site. 

As  noted  in  the  previous  chapter,  two  amendments  have  been  introduced  at  the  Board  of  Supervisors  that 
would  rezone  the  site  from  M-1  to  a  mixed-use  zoning  district,  NC-3  (Moderate-Scale  Neighborhood 
Commercial),  and  create  the  1 T""  and  Rhode  Island  Street  Grocery  Store  Special  Use  Subdistrict  (Grocery 
Store  SUD).  In  an  NC-3  district,  only  certain  commercial  uses  (primarily  retail,  personal  and 
professional  services)  and  institutional  uses  are  permitted  at  a  FAR  of  3.6:1,  such  that  up  to  288,000 
square  feet  of  retail,  personal  and  professional  service  or  institutional  uses  would  be  permitted  on  the 
project  site.  Residential  units  are  also  permitted  as  a  principal  use  in  NC-3  districts.  With  PUD 
authorization,  up  to  199  dwelling  units  would  be  permitted  on  the  project  site.  The  proposed  rezoning 
would  limit  the  types  of  nonresidential  development  that  could  be  constmcted  on  the  project  site  (not 
permitting  most  industrial  uses)  and  reduce  the  maximum  amount  of  such  development  from  400,000 
square  feet  to  288,000  square  feet  (a  reduction  of  1 12,000  square  feet),  while  increasing  the  number  of 
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PROJECT  AREA  ZONING  MAP  Figure  9a 
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dwelling  units  that  could  be  constructed  on  the  site  from  up  to  132  units  to  up  to  199  units  (an  increase 
of  67  units). 

There  are  no  restrictions  on  the  sale  of  liquor,  beer  and  wine  sales  in  M-1  districts.  However,  pursuant 
to  a  2000  amendment  to  the  Planning  Code,  off-sale  liquor,  beer  and  wine  sales  (ABC  Type  20  and  Type 
21  licenses)  are  not  permitted  in  NC-3  districts,  although  such  sales  are  permitted  in  all  other  NC 
districts.  The  Grocery  Store  SUD  overlay  would  permit  liquor,  beer  and  wine  sales  as  an  integral 
element  of  a  grocery  store  of  not  less  than  30,000  square  feet  with  Conditional  Use  authorization,  despite 
the  underlying  NC-3  zoning.  The  proposed  project  would  be  permitted  in  the  NC-3  and  Grocery  Store 
SUD  with  conditional  authorization. 

The  project  site  is  located  in  a  40-X  Height  and  Bulk  District,  which  imposes  a  40-foot  height  limit,  with 
which  the  project  would  conform.  No  amendment  to  the  current  40-X  Height  and  Bulk  District  is 
proposed.  The  proposed  PUD  under  Section  304  of  the  Planning  Code  calls  for  a  minor  modification 
of  how  height  is  measured  to  take  advantage  of  the  natural  contour  of  the  site.  Accordingly,  the  height 
of  the  building  would  be  approximately  1 6'/2  feet  at  the  comer  of  Kansas  Street  and  Mariposa  Street.  As 
the  hillside  elevation  decreases  on  the  northern  portion  of  the  site,  the  building  height,  relative  to  ground 
level,  would  progressively  increase,  attaining  a  maximum  height  of  approximately  52V2  feet  at  the  comer 
of  l?""  Street  and  Kansas  Street.  The  building  along  17"^  Street  would  be  about  50  feet  high,  the  same 
height  as  the  350  Rhode  Island  Street  office  building  across  17""  Street.  In  addition,  there  would  be  a 
mews  mnning  through  the  building  east  and  west  between  Kansas  and  Rhode  Island  Streets  This 
massing  of  the  building  would  minimize  the  visual  intmsion  into  scenic  views  available  from  private 
residences  along  Mariposa  and  Kansas  Streets. 

In  Febmary  2003,  the  Planning  Department  released  its  Rezoning  Options  Workbook  for  the  Eastem 
Neighborhoods,  including  Showplace  Square/Potrero  Hill.  The  Workbook  presented  three  rezoning 
altematives  for  the  Showplace  Square/Potrero  Hill  area,  including  the  project  site.  All  three  rezoning 
alternatives  placed  the  project  site  in  a  Residential/Commercial  zoning  district.  The  Residential/ 
Commercial  zoning  district  would  permit  commercial  and  retail  uses  (including  liquor,  beer  and  wine 
sales)  and  would  permit  residential  dwelling  units  with  no  density  limitation.  The  proposed  rezoning  to 
NC-3  and  Grocery  Store  SUD  is  an  interim  zoning  scheme  that  is  intended  to  be  consistent  with  the 
proposed  Residential/Commercial  zoning  and  would  be  in  place  only  until  the  Residential/Commercial 
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zoning  for  the  area  is  finalized  and  adopted  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors,  which  would  likely  not  occur 
until  some  time  in  2004. 

Plans 

The  General  Plan 

The  proposed  rezoning  and  project  would  change  the  use  of  the  site  in  a  manner  generally  consistent  with 
the  General  Plan.  Some  key  objectives  and  policies  of  the  General  Plan  relevant  to  the  proposed  project 
are  noted  here;  others  may  be  addressed  during  consideration  of  project  approval. 

Residence  Element 

•  Objective  1,  to  "to  provide  new  housing,  especially  permanently  affordable  housing,  in 
appropriate  locations  which  meets  identified  housing  needs  and  takes  into  account  the  demand 
for  affordable  housing  created  by  employment  growth." 

•  Objective  1 ,  Policy  2,  to  "facilitate  the  conversion  of  underused  industrial  and  commercial  areas 
to  residential  use." 

•  Objective  1,  Policy  3,  to  "create  incentives  for  the  inclusion  of  housing,  including  permanently 
affordable  housing  in  commercial  developments." 

•  Objective  1,  Policy  4,  to  "locate  infill  housing  on  appropriate  sites  in  established 
neighborhoods." 

•  Objective  2,  Policy  2,  to  "encourage  higher  residential  density  in  areas  adjacent  to  downtown, 
in  underutilized  commercial  and  industrial  areas  proposed  for  conversion  to  housing,  and  in 
neighborhood  commercial  districts." 

•  Objective  7,  Policy  2,  to  "include  affordable  units  in  large  housing  projects." 

•       Objective  12,  Policies  2  and  4,  to  "allow  appropriate  neighborhood-serving  commercial  activities 
in  residential  areas";  and  to  "promote  construction  of  well  designed  housing  that  conserves 
existing  neighborhood  character." 

•  Objective  13,  Policy  5,  to  "encourage  economic  integration  in  housing  by  ensuring  that  new 
permanently  affordable  housing  is  located  in  all  of  the  City's  neighborhoods,  and  by  requiring 
that  all  new  large  market  rate  residential  developments  include  affordable  units." 

Commerce  and  Industry  Element 

•  Objective  1,  Policy  1,  to  "encourage  development  which  provides  substantial  net  benefits  and 
minimizes  undesirable  consequences.  Discourage  development  which  has  substantial 
undesirable  consequences  that  cannot  be  mitigated." 
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Objective  3,  to  "provide  expanded  employment  opportunities  for  City  residents,  particularly  the 
unemployed  and  economically  disadvantaged." 

Objective  6,  Policies  1,  3,  4,  and  5,  to  "ensure  and  encourage  the  retention  and  provision  of 
neighborhood-serving  goods  and  services  in  the  city's  neighborhood  commercial  districts,  while 
recognizing  and  encouraging  diversity  among  the  districts";  to  "promote  the  mixed  commercial- 
residential  character  in  neighborhood  commercial  districts";  to  "encourage  the  location  of 
neighborhood  shopping  areas  throughout  the  city  so  that  essential  retail  goods  and  personal 
services  are  accessible  to  all  residents";  and  to  "discourage  the  creation  of  new  commercial  areas 
except  in  conjunction  with  new  supportive  residential  development  and  transportation  capacity." 


Urban  Design  Element 

•  Objective  1 ,  Policy  3,  to  "recognize  that  buildings,  when  seen  together,  produce  a  total  effect  that 
characterizes  the  city  and  its  districts." 

•  Objective  3,  Policy  1,  to  "promote  harmony  in  the  visual  relationships  and  transitions  between 
new  and  older  buildings." 

•  Objective  3,  Policy  2,  to  "avoid  extreme  contrasts  in  color,  shape  and  other  characteristics  which 
will  cause  new  buildings  to  stand  out  in  excess  of  their  public  importance." 

•  Objective  3,  Policy  5,  to  "relate  the  height  of  buildings  to  important  attributes  of  the  city  pattern 
and  to  the  height  and  character  of  existing  development." 

•  Objective  3,  Policy  6,  to  "relate  the  bulk  of  buildings  to  the  prevailing  scale  of  development  to 
avoid  an  overwhelming  or  dominating  appearance  in  new  construction." 

Recreation  and  Open  Space  Element 

•  Objective  4,  Policies  5,  6  and  7,  to  "require  private  usable  open  space  in  the  new  residential 
development";  to  "assure  the  provision  of  adequate  public  open  space  to  serve  new  residential 
development";  and  to  "provide  open  space  to  serve  neighborhood  commercial  districts." 

The  proposed  project  would  be  the  rezoning  of  the  site  from  M-1  to  NC-3  and  Grocery  Store  SUD  and 
new  construction  of  a  two-  to  five-story  building  at  450  Rhode  Island  Street  to  provide  approximately 
168  residential  units,  about  4,000  square  feet  of  retail  space  and  approximately  34,500  square  feet  of 
grocery  store  space  (including  liquor,  beer  and  wine  sales)  and  a  parking  garage  for  approximately  323 
independently  accessible  self-park  spaces.  The  proposed  building  would  range  in  height  from  about  52'/2 
feet  at  the  comer  of  l?""  Street  and  Kansas  Street  to  about        feet  at  the  comer  of  Kansas  Street  and 
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Mariposa  Street,  and  would  contain  a  total  of  approximately  204,800  square  feet,  plus  approximately 
11 7,000  square  feet  of  parking  and  mechanical  space. 

The  rezoning  and  addition  of  residential,  retail  and  commercial  uses  to  the  site  would  represent  a 
substantial  change  from  the  previous  automobile  repair  and  servicing  use  on  the  site.  Most  potential 
industrial  uses  would  be  eliminated.  Pursuant  to  Planning  Code  Table  712,  only  retail  stores,  food  and 
beverage  services,  trade  shops,  certain  non-adult  entertainment,  and  medical,  personal  and  professional 
services  are  permitted  in  NC-3  districts  as  principal  permitted  uses,  with  certain  other  commercial  and 
institutional  uses  permitted  with  Conditional  Use  authorization.  The  proposed  rezoning  from  M- 1  to 
NC-3  would  reduce  the  maximum  FAR  (floor  area  ratio)  of  the  site  from  5:1  to  3.6:1,  reducing  the 
amount  of  commercial  development  that  can  occur  on  the  site  from  up  to  400,000  square  feet  to  up  to 
288,000  square  feet. 

Off-sale  liquor,  beer  and  wine  sales  are  currently  permitted  without  zoning  restrictions  and  without  the 
need  for  Conditional  Use  authorization  in  the  M- 1  district.  The  proposed  Grocery  Store  SUD  would 
allow  off-sale  liquor,  beer  and  wine  sales  only  as  an  integral  element  of  a  grocery  store  of  not  less  than 
30,000  square  feet  and  only  with  Conditional  Use  authorization  by  the  Planning  Commission. 

The  proposed  rezoning  would  not  add  any  new  land  uses  that  are  not  currently  permitted  on  the  project 
site,  since  M-1  zoning  permits  all  land  uses  except  noxious  heavy  industrial  uses.  Residential  uses  are 
permitted  in  the  M-1  zoning  district  with  Conditional  Use  authorization.  Thus,  there  are  no  uses 
permitted  in  the  NC-3  Disfrict  and  Grocery  Store  SUD  that  are  not  currently  permitted  on  the  project  site 
either  as  principal  permitted  uses  or  with  Conditional  Use  authorization.  The  permitted  residential 
density  would  increase  from  up  to  132  units  to  up  to  199  units  with  PUD  authorization. 

The  proposed  rezoning  and  development  project  would  result  in  increased  density  on  the  site,  both  in 
terms  of  building  mass  and  on-site  population,  however,  it  would  not  be  a  significant  effect  because  the 
project  would  be  in  an  area  that  is  intensively  developed  and  that  already  supports  substantial  amounts 
of  residential,  office,  retail  and  commercial  development  in  surrounding  blocks.  It  would  be  generally 
compatible  with  the  prevailing  urbanized  character  of  the  area. 
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The  former  use,  S&C  Ford,  moved  to  their  own  property  in  San  Francisco  so  there  was  no  loss  of  jobs. 
The  proposed  project  is  expected  to  provide  up  to  121  retail,  professional  and  support  jobs.  In  addition, 
the  proj  ect  would  develop  a  pedestrian-friendly  building  that  would  be  more  compatible  with  the  existing 
adjacent  and  surrounding  land  uses,  and  would  include  public  open  space,  landscaped  courtyards  and 
street  trees.  Because  the  project  would  be  developed  within  the  existing  block  and  street  configuration, 
it  would  not  divide  the  physical  arrangement  of  an  established  community.  In  the  context  of  a  rapidly 
changing  neighborhood  with  multiple  land  uses  and  building  types  in  close  proximity,  the  proposed 
rezoning  and  construction  of  the  project  would  not  have  a  significant  land  use  impact. 

B.     VISUAL  QUALITY  AND  URBAN  DESIGN 

The  Initial  Study  concluded  that  the  proposed  project  would  not  have  significant  adverse  visual 
quality/urban  design  impacts  (for  further  information,  see  Appendix  A,  page  A- 1).  Visual  quality/urban 
design  information  is  included  in  the  EIR  for  informational  purposes  and  to  orient  the  reader.  Since  no 
amendment  to  the  existing  40-X  Height  and  Bulk  District  is  proposed,  the  proposed  rezoning  would  have 
no  visual  quality/urban  design  impacts. 

As  noted  in  Section  III.A,  Land  Use,  Zoning,  and  General  Plan  Consistency,  the  project  vicinity  has  a 
preponderance  of  two-story  and  three-story  buildings,  but  taller  buildings  (up  to  six  stories)  are 
interspersed  throughout  the  area.  The  bulk  of  the  buildings  in  the  area  varies  considerably  and  ranges 
from  small  one-story  buildings  to  massive  concrete  structures  spanning  the  blocks  on  which  they  are 
located.  Though  nominally  two  stories,  some  of  these  larger  buildings  are  considerably  taller  than  typical 
two-story  buildings.  The  architecture  of  the  buildings  in  the  area  also  varies  considerably.  The  area  was 
heavily  industrial  when  it  was  first  developed,  and  many  of  the  older  buildings  reflect  this  with  their 
unadorned  utilitarian  style.  In  recent  years,  the  neighborhood  has  increasingly  evolved  toward  retail  and 
office  uses,  which  has  resulted  in  a  more  pedestrian-friendly  scale  to  buildings  and  a  change  in  building 
designs.  Through  this  evolution,  the  neighborhood  has  become  more  compatible  with  the  residential 
development  that  extends  south  of  1 7""  Street,  and  particularly  south  of  Mariposa  Street  and  west  of 
Kansas  Street.  The  increase  in  consumer-oriented  uses  has  also  provided  a  destination  for  these  nearby 
residential  occupants. 

The  architectural  styles  in  the  area  also  vary  considerably  among  the  buildings  devoted  to  retail  and/or 
offices  uses.  Modem  glass  and  concrete  office  buildings  and  contemporary  angular,  pastel-colored 
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stucco  buildings  are  juxtaposed  with  bulky  concrete  bunker-style  buildings  and  corrugated  metal  sheds. 
The  area  also  sports  two-  and  three-story  wooden  Victorian  houses  that  have  been  converted  to 
commercial  and  office  uses,  historic  brick  warehouses  now  used  for  showrooms  and  retail  sales,  and 
various  other  building  styles.  Although  a  cohesive  architectural  character  is  lacking,  the  area  to  the  north 
and  east  of  the  proposed  project  site  is  decidedly  urban  and  non-residential.  Contributing  to  this  urban 
character,  and  a  trait  that  most  of  the  disparate  buildings  in  the  area  share,  is  complete  or  nearly  complete 
lot  coverage. 

Traveling  north  fi-om  the  project  vicinity,  the  land  uses  become  progressively  more  industrial  the  closer 
one  gets  to  Mission  Creek  and  the  waterfiront  that  lies  to  the  northeast.  This  area  is  dominated  by  heavy 
industry,  and  includes  manufacturing  facilities,  trucking  companies,  gravel  companies,  warehouses, 
storage  yards,  wholesalers,  a  maintenance  and  storage  facility  for  garbage  collection  trucks,  and  a  variety 
of  maritime  uses.  West  of  the  project  vicinity  is  the  Mission  District,  which  is  dominated  by  two-  and 
three-story  development  consisting  primarily  of  retail  development  along  the  major  thoroughfares  and 
residential  development  on  the  adjoining  local  streets  making  up  the  interior  of  the  district.  As 
previously  noted,  the  area  to  the  south  of  the  project  site  is  predominantly  developed  with  single-family 
homes  and  multi-family  residential  buildings;  however,  there  are  industrial/office  uses,  such  as  the 
Anchor  Steam  Brewery,  located  to  the  southeast. 

The  slope  of  Potrero  Hill  in  the  project  vicinity  provide  vantage  points  fi^om  some  locations  for  views 
of  downtown  San  Francisco  and  San  Francisco  Bay.  Most  of  these  views  are  available  fi-om  private 
properties  and  public  rights-of-way  fi"om  the  City  street  network.  One  such  view  is  available 
immediately  adjacent  to  the  project  site,  from  the  intersection  of  Kansas  and  Mariposa  Streets.  This 
location  provides  views  of  the  downtown  skyline,  portions  of  central  San  Francisco  Bay,  the  west  span 
of  the  Bay  Bridge,  Verba  Buena,  and  the  East  Bay  hills.  Street-level  views  are  not  available  fi'om  most 
locations  in  the  project  area  due  to  the  intervening  buildings. 


99.410E  450  Rhode  Island  Project 

2003.0038E  IVth  and  Rhode  Island  Grocery  SUD 


43 


III.  Environmental  Setting  and  Impacts 


Views  of  the  Proposed  Development  Project 

As  shown  in  the  photomontages  (Figures  10  to  15,  pages  45  to  50)  the  proposed  project  building  would 
be  compatible  with  the  surrounding  neighborhood  in  terms  of  scale  and  design.  For  example,  the 
building  would  step  down  the  slopes  of  the  streets  surrounding  the  block.  It  would  be  similar  in  overall 
bulk  to  the  large  glass  and  cement  office  building  located  immediately  east  of  the  site,  as  well  as  with 
the  four-story  glass,  aluminum,  and  concrete  building  immediately  north  of  the  site.  Although  at  its 
highest  point  the  building  would  be  higher  than  the  immediately  adjacent  buildings,  the  Mariposa  Street 
frontage  would  be  lower  than  many  buildings  in  the  vicinity.  The  Rhode  Island  Street  frontage  would 
be  comparable  in  scale  to  the  adjacent  buildings  located  on  Rhode  Island  Street.  Along  the  higher  17"' 
Street  frontage,  the  building  would  be  comparable  in  height  to  the  office  building  across  the  street  and 
with  other  taller  buildings  in  the  district,  such  as  the  five-story  Takahashi  building  located  two  blocks 
north. 

The  articulated  design  of  the  proposed  building  fafade,  the  open  courtyard,  the  contrast  of  different 
colors  between  building  sections,  and  the  use  of  bay  windows  similar  to  windows  of  the  nearby 
residences  would  all  serve  to  break  up  the  mass  of  the  building  and  provide  it  with  a  contemporary 
residential  design  that  would  integrate  with  the  rest  of  the  residential  and  commercial  neighborhood.  The 
fa9ade  on  Mariposa  Street  has  been  partially  set  back  and  the  height  minimized  to  less  than  half  of  that 
allowed  for  the  site  on  the  south  side,  where  there  would  be  a  pocket  park  at  the  most  visible  comer  of 
the  site,  at  Kansas  Street  and  Mariposa  Street. 

Although  the  proposed  building  would  be  built  to  the  lot  line  at  ground  level  along  most  of  its  street 
frontages,  above  ground  level,  the  fa9ade  would  feature  varying  residential  articulation  every  25  feet, 
some  of  which  would  be  set  back  or  recessed.  A  landscaped  mews  is  situated  between  the  two  proposed 
residential  components  to  further  break  up  the  mass  of  the  project.  The  infroduction  of  numerous  street 
trees  along  the  site  perimeter  would  fiirther  enhance  the  site. 

Lighting  for  the  project  would  consist  of  downward-directed  lighting  around  the  perimeter  of  the 
building,  which  would  reduce  nighttime  glare  on  the  adjacent  residences.  The  proposed  project  lighting 
should  help  to  increase  a  sense  of  security  and  safety  around  the  site  at  night,  which  could  benefit  the 
residential  neighborhood  south  and  west  of  the  project,  as  well  as  the  immediate  vicinity.  Because  the 
proposed  parking  for  the  project  would  be  shielded  from  view  in  a  below-grade  garage  under  the 
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Project  Site 


Photomontage 


Source:  Square  One  Productions 

VIEWS  LOOKING  NORTH  ON  KANSAS  STREET    FIGURE  1 1 
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Project  Site 


Photomontage 


Source:  Square  One  Productions 

VIEWS  LOOKING  NORTH  ON  RHODE  ISLAND  STREET    FIGURE  12 
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Photomontage 


Source:  Square  One  Productions 

VIEWS  LOOKING  SOUTH  ON  KANSAS  STREET    FIGURE  1 3 
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Project  Site 


Photomontage 


Source:  Square  One  Productions 

VIEWS  LOOKING  EAST  ON  17TH  STREET    FIGURE  14 
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Photomontage  

Source:  Square  One  Productions 

VIEWS  LOOKING  WEST  ON  1 7TH  STREET    FIGURE  1 5 
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building,  the  majority  of  the  project's  parking  demand  would  be  met  onsite  without  creating  the  visual 
impact  of  a  parking  lot  or  parking  structure. 

In  summary,  a  vacant  site  that  offers  no  inducement  to  pedestrians  or  offsite  viewers  would  be  replaced 
with  a  building  that  would  be  designed  to  be  separated  into  visual  elements.  The  introduction  of  a  pocket 
park,  mid-block  mews  and  numerous  street  trees  would  provide  new  amenities  to  a  block  that  is  currently 
vacant  and  formerly  an  auto  service  center. 

The  project  would  partially  block  an  existing  scenic  view  available  to  the  public  from  the  intersection 
of  Mariposa  and  Kansas  Streets.  The  downtown  skyline  and  portions  of  San  Francisco  Bay  are  visible 
from  the  intersection  and  the  adjacent  sidewalks.  Construction  of  the  proposed  building  would  intrude 
into  this  viewshed,  blocking  a  portion  of  the  view  currently  available  to  pedestrians.  This  effect  would 
be  most  pronounced  at  the  northeast  comer  of  the  intersection,  where  the  building  would  be  about  I6Y2 
feet  high  at  the  comer  and  set  back  from  a  new  pocket  park.  Partial  views  would  still  be  available  from 
all  four  comers  of  the  intersection,  and  would  include  the  majority  of  the  extant  downtown  skyline  view, 
which  is  the  most  dramatic  and  commanding  component  in  the  viewshed. 

fri  addition,  by  traveling  less  than  50  feet  south  along  Kansas  Sfreet,  distant  views  of  the  skyline  currently 
available  from  the  sidewalks  would  be  largely  preserved.  The  project  along  Kansas  Street  would  not 
represent  a  significant  alteration  of  the  view  of  the  City  skyline.  The  westem  tower  of  the  Bay  Bridge 
would  remain  visible. 

The  proposed  building  would  also  block  or  partially  block  some  private  scenic  views  available  from 
residences  along  Mariposa  and  Kansas  Sfreets.  The  number  of  residences  thus  affected  would  be  limited, 
and  obstmction  of  these  private  views  by  the  project  would  not  be  considered  a  significant  environmental 
impact. 
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C.  TRANSPORTATION 

A  transportation  study  for  the  proposed  rezoning  and  project  was  conducted  by  Wilbur  Smith 
Associates. '  The  results  are  summarized  in  this  section.  As  noted  in  Chapter  II,  Project  Description,  the 
environmental  effects  of  the  rezoning  would  be  the  same  as  the  development  project. 

SETTING 

Roadway  Network 

Travel  to  and  from  the  project  site  involves  the  use  of  regional  and  local  transportation  facilities, 
highways  and  fransit  operators  that  link  San  Francisco  with  other  parts  of  the  Bay  Area  and  northern 
California.  The  project  site  is  accessible  by  local  streets  with  connections  to  and  from  regional  freeways 
and  highways,  as  shown  on  Figure  1,  page  21. 

United  States  Highwav  101  (US  101)  and  Interstate  80  (1-80)  provide  the  primary  regional  access  to  the 
project  area.  US  101  serves  San  Francisco  and  the  Peninsula/South  Bay,  and  extends  north  via  the 
Golden  Gate  Bridge  to  the  North  Bay.  1-80  connects  San  Francisco  to  the  East  Bay  and  points  east  via 
the  San  Francisco-Oakland  Bay  Bridge.  US  101  merges  with  1-80  to  the  northwest  of  the  project  site. 
In  the  vicinity  of  the  proposed  project,  US  101  has  eight  travel  lanes.  Nearby  northbound  access  is 
provided  with  an  off-ramp  at  Mariposa  Sfreet,  and  on-ramps  at  Cesar  Chavez  Street  and  at  Seventh 
Street.  Nearby  southbound  access  is  provided  with  on-ramps  at  Tenth  Street  and  at  Potrero  Avenue,  and 
off-ramps  at  Eighth  Street  and  at  Cesar  Chavez  Street. 

Interstate  280  (1-280)  provides  regional  access  to  the  project  site  from  western  San  Francisco  and  the 
South  Bay/Peninsula,  and  to  and  from  downtown  San  Francisco.  In  the  vicinity  of  the  proposed  project, 
1-280  is  a  six-lane  freeway.  1-280  and  US  101  intersect  to  the  southwest  of  the  proposed  project.  Nearby 
northbound  and  southbound  on-  and  off-ramps  are  located  at  Mariposa  and  18"'  Streets,  and  at  Cesar 
Chavez  Street. 

Sixteenth  Sfreet  is  a  two-way  east-west  roadway  that  runs  from  Illinois  Street  (east  of  Third  Sfreet)  to 
Flint  Street.  In  the  vicinity  of  the  project  site,  16"^  Street  has  two  westbound  lanes  and  one  eastbound 


'  Wilbur  Smith  Associates,  450  Rhode  Island  Street  Mixed-Use  Project  Transportation 
Study  -  Final  Report,  Case  No.  1 999.4 lOE,  February  13,  2003. 
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lane,  plus  on-street  parking,  10-  to  15-foot-wide  sidewalks  and  bicycle  lanes  on  both  sides  of  the  street. 
The  San  Francisco  General  Plan  identifies  16"'  Street  a  Secondary  Arterial  in  the  CMP  Network,  part 
of  the  Metropolitan  Transportation  System  (MTS),  a  Transit  Preferential  Street  (transit  oriented)  between 
Church  and  De  Haro  Streets.  In  addition,  16'''  Street  is  part  of  Citywide  Bicycle  Route  #40  between 
Third  and  Kansas  Streets. 

Seventeenth  Street  is  a  two-way  east-west  roadway  that  runs  between  Pennsylvania  and  Stanyan  Streets. 
In  the  vicinity  of  the  proposed  project,  17"'  Street  has  one  travel  lane  in  each  direction,  10-  to  12-foot- 
wide  sidewalks,  and  on-street  parking  on  both  side  of  the  street.  The  San  Francisco  General  Plan 
identifies  17"'  Street  as  part  of  Citywide  Bicycle  Route  #40  between  Kansas  Street  and  Corbett  Avenue. 

Mariposa  Street  is  a  two-way  east-west  roadway  between  Illinois  and  Harrison  Streets  (but  does  not 
connect  under  US  1 0 1).  In  the  vicinity  of  the  project  site,  Mariposa  Street  has  one  lane  in  each  direction, 
with  12-foot- wide  sidewalks  and  on-street  parking  on  both  sides  of  the  street.  An  off-ramp  for  US  101 
northbound  is  located  at  the  intersection  of  Vermont  and  Mariposa  Streets,  and  on-  and  off-ramps  for  I- 
280  are  located  near  Pennsylvania  and  Indiana  Streets. 

Vermont  Street  is  a  north-south  roadway  between  Division  and  Cesar  Chavez  Streets.  Between  Mariposa 
and  Division  Street,  Vermont  Street  is  one-way  northbound  with  three  travel  lanes;  south  of  Mariposa 
Street,  Vermont  Street  has  one  travel  lane  in  each  direction.  In  the  vicinity  of  the  proposed  project, 
Vermont  Street  has  sidewalks  and  on-street  parking  on  both  sides  of  the  street.  An  off-ramp  for  US  1 0 1 
northbound  is  located  at  the  intersection  of  Vermont  and  Mariposa  Streets.  Between  1 7"'  and  1 8"'  Street, 
vehicles  over  6,000  pounds  are  prohibited  on  Vermont  Street  (see  the  San  Francisco  Traffic  Code). 

Kansas  Street  is  a  two-way  north-south  roadway  that  runs  between  Division  and  Cesar  Chavez  Streets. 
In  the  vicinity  of  the  proposed  project,  Kansas  Street  has  one  lane  in  each  direction,  plus  1 0-  to  1 5-foot- 
wide  sidewalks  and  on-street  parking  on  both  sides  of  the  street  and  90  degree  parking  on  the  east  side 
between  Mariposa  Street  and  17"'  Street.  The  San  Francisco  General  Plan  identifies  Kansas  Street  as 
part  of  Citywide  Bicycle  Route  #123  between  17"'  and  Division  Streets. 
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Rhode  Island  Street  is  a  north-south  roadway  between  Division  and  Twenty-sixth  Streets,  hi  the  vicinity 
of  the  proposed  project,  Rhode  Island  Street  has  one  lane  in  each  direction,  with  9-  to  15 -foot- wide 
sidewalks  and  on-street  parking  on  both  sides  of  the  street. 

Potrero  Avenue  is  a  north-south  roadway  between  Brannan  and  Cesar  Chavez  Streets,  and  serves  as  a 
major  north-south  roadway  through  the  eastern  part  of  the  City.  South  of  Cesar  Chavez  Street,  Potrero 
Avenue  connects  with  Bayshore  Boulevard.  In  addition,  Potrero  Avenue  provides  direct  access  to  US 
101  at  the  Cesar  Chavez  freeway  ramps.  Near  the  project  site,  Potrero  Avenue  has  three  lanes  in  each 
direction,  with  on-street  parking  provided  on  both  sides  of  the  street.  The  San  Francisco  General  Plan 
identifies  Potrero  Avenue  as  a  Major  Arterial  in  the  CMP  Network,  an  MTS  Street,  a  Transit  Preferential 
Street  (secondary  transit  street),  and  part  of  Citywide  Bicycle  Route  #25  (between  Cesar  Chavez  Street 
and  17"'  Street). 

Intersection  Operations 

Existing  intersection  operating  conditions  were  evaluated  for  the  weekday  p.m.  peak  hour  (generally 
between  5:00  and  6:00  p.m.)  of  the  p.m.  peak  period  (4:00  to  6:00  p.m.)  for  12  intersections  in  the 
vicinity  of  the  project  site  (see  Figure  1 6,  page  55).  Intersection  turning  movement  counts  were  collected 
at  the  study  intersections  in  June  of  2002. 

Three  of  the  study  intersection  are  controlled  by  traffic  signals,  and  eight  of  the  intersections  are  STOP- 
controlled  (either  two-way  or  all-way).  The  operating  characteristics  of  both  signalized  and  unsignalized 
intersections  are  described  by  the  concept  of  Level  of  Service  (LOS).  LOS  is  a  qualitative  description 
of  an  intersection's  performance  based  on  the  average  delay  per  vehicle.  Intersection  level  of  service 
ranges  from  LOS  A,  which  indicates  free  flow  or  excellent  conditions  with  short  delays,  to  LOS  F,  which 
indicates  congested  or  overloaded  conditions  with  exfremely  long  delays.  Typically,  LOS  E  and  F 
represent  unacceptable  levels  of  service. 
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Source:  Wilbur  Smith  Associates 

PARKING  STUDY  AREA  AND  STUDY  INTERSECTIONS    FIGURE  1 6 
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Both  signalized  and  imsignalized  intersections  were  evaluated  using  the  2000  Highway  Capacity  Manual 
methodology.^  For  signalized  intersections,  this  methodology  determines  the  capacity  of  each  lane  group 
approaching  the  intersection.  The  LOS  is  then  based  on  average  delay  (in  seconds  per  vehicle)  for  the 
various  movements  within  the  intersection.  A  combined  weighted  average  delay  and  LOS  are  presented 
for  the  intersection.  For  unsignalized  intersections,  the  average  delay  and  LOS  operating  conditions  are 
calculated  by  approach  (e.g.,  northbound)  and  movement  (e.g.,  northbound  left-turn),  for  those 
movements  that  are  subject  to  delay.  For  the  purpose  of  this  report,  an  unsignalized  intersection  was 
considered  to  operate  at  unacceptable  conditions  if  more  than  one  approach  operated  at  LOS  E  or  F.  As 
such,  in  the  LOS  summary  tables,  the  operating  conditions  for  unsignalized  intersections  are  presented 
for  the  worst  approach,  and  it  is  noted  if  an  additional  approach  also  operates  at  LOS  E  or  F. 

Table  1  on  the  following  page  presents  the  results  of  the  intersection  LOS  analysis  for  the  existing 
weekday  p.m.  peak  hour  conditions.  During  the  weekday  p.m.  peak  hour,  the  three  signalized 
intersections  ( 1 6'VKansas,  1 6"'/Potrero  and  1  T'VPotrero)  currently  operate  at  LOS  B  or  C,  with  relatively 
low  delays  per  vehicle.  At  the  unsignalized  intersections,  all  intersections  currently  operate  with 
acceptable  conditions  (i.e.,  more  than  one  approach  does  not  operate  at  LOS  E  or  F). 

Transit  Network 

The  project  site  is  served  by  public  transit,  with  both  local  and  regional  service  provided  in  the  vicinity 
of  the  proposed  project.  Local  service  is  provided  by  the  San  Francisco  Municipal  Railway  (Muni)  bus 
lines,  which  can  also  be  used  to  access  regional  transit  operators  (including  BART,  AC  Transit,  Golden 
Gate  Transit,  SamTrans  and  Caltrain).  In  addition,  SamTrans  operates  nearby  on  Potrero  Avenue. 

Muni 

Muni  provides  transit  service  within  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  including  bus  (both  diesel 
and  electric  trolley),  light  rail  (Muni  Metro),  cable  car  and  electric  streetcar  lines.  Muni  operates  six  bus 
lines  in  the  vicinity  of  the  proposed  project.  Table  2,  page  57,  presents  nearby  Muni  route  information 
and  Figure  17,  page  58,  illustrates  the  nearby  bus  routes  and  their  stop  locations. 


^  2000  Highway  Capacity  Manual,  Transportation  Research  Board,  2000. 


99.410E  450  Rhode  Island  Project 

2003.0038E  17th  and  Rhode  Island  Grocery  SUD 


56 


in.  Environmental  Setting  and  Impacts 


Table  1 

Intersection  Level  of  Service 

Existing  Conditions  -  Weekday  PM  Pealc  Hour 

Intersection 

Delay 

LOS 

Worst  Approach 

Signalized 

16'V  Kansas 

13.8 

B 

- 

le^'/Potrero 

23.5 

B 

- 

17'VPotrero 

28.3 

C 

- 

Unsignalized' 

16'VDeHaro  (AWSC) 

31.8 

D 

Eastbound 

16'V  Rhode  Island  (TWSC) 

24.3 

C 

Northbound 

16^^/ Vermont  (AWSC) 

31.2 

D 

Eastbound 

17"^ /Rhode  Island  (AWSC) 

17.3 

C 

Eastbound 

17'V  Kansas  (AWSC) 

25.4 

D 

Westbound 

17'V  Vermont  (AWSC) 

27.1 

D 

Westbound 

Mariposa  /  Rhode  Island  (AWSC) 

8.6 

A 

Westbound 

Mariposa  /  Kansas  (AWSC) 

10 

B 

Southbound 

US  101  off-ramp/MariposaA^ermont  (TWSC) 

28.7 

D 

Northbound 

Source:  Wilbur  Smith  Associates  -  February  2003 
Notes: 

Delay  presented  in  seconds  per  vehicle. 

'  Delay  and  LOS  presented  for  worst  approach. 

AWSC  =  All-way  STOP  controlled;  TWSC  =  Two-way  STOP  controlled. 


Table  2 
Nearby  Muni  Lines 

Route 

Weekday  Service  Frequency 

Nearest  Stop  Location 
(inbound,  outbound) 

AM 

Midday 

PM 

9-San  Bruno 

8  min. 

10  min. 

8  min. 

n'^^/Potrero,  H'^/Potrero 

10-Townsend 

10  min. 

12  min. 

10  min. 

17'VDe  Haro' 

19-Polk 

10  min. 

15  min. 

10  min. 

1 7*^/06  Haro,  17*/Rhode  Island 

22-Fillmore 

8  min. 

8  min. 

6  min. 

17'VKansas,  17''/De  Haro 

33-Stanyan 

15  min. 

15  min. 

15  min. 

17'VPotrero,  H'^/Potrero 

5  3 -Southern  Heights 

30  min. 

30  min. 

30  min. 

17'Wermont,  Mariposa/Kansas 

Source:  2002  Muni  Schedule,  Wilbur  Smith  Associates  -  February  2003 
Note: 

'  10-Townsend  terminates  at  17""/De  Haro. 
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Three  of  the  Muni  bus  lines  operate  immediately  adjacent  to  the  project  site:  the  19-Polk  travels 
southbound  on  Rhode  Island  Street,  the  22-Fillmore  travels  eastbound  and  westbound  on  1 7""  Street  (and 
turns  from  Kansas  Street)  and  the  53-Southem  Heights  travels  southbound  on  Kansas  Street.  It  should 
be  noted  that  the  22-Fillmore  bus  line  runs  trolley  coaches  and  overhead  wires  are  located  along  1 7"" 
Street  adjacent  to  the  project  site.  The  10-Townsend  stops  about  400  feet  (one  block)  from  the  project 
site. 

Regional  Transit 

East  Bav:  Transit  service  to  and  from  the  East  Bay  is  provided  by  BART  (under  Market  Street  and 
Mission  Street)  and  AC  Transit.  BART  operates  regional  rail  transit  service  between  the  East  Bay  (from 
Pittsburg/Bay  Point,  Richmond,  Dublin/Pleasanton  and  Fremont)  and  San  Francisco,  and  between 
northern  San  Mateo  County  (Daly  City  and  Colma)  and  San  Francisco.  The  nearest  BART  station  is  the 
16""  Sfreet  Station,  located  about  1.0  mile  west  of  the  project  site.  The  Alameda-Contra  Costa  Transit 
District  (AC  Transit)  is  the  primary  bus  operator  for  the  East  Bay,  including  Alameda  and  western  Confra 
Costa  Counties.  AC  Transit  operates  37  routes  between  the  East  Bay  and  San  Francisco,  all  of  which 
terminate  at  the  Transbay  Terminal  (located  about  2.0  miles  northeast  of  the  project  site). 

South  Bav:  Transit  service  to  and  from  the  South  Bay  is  provided  by  BART,  SamTrans  and  Caltrain. 
SamTrans  provides  bus  service  between  San  Mateo  County  and  San  Francisco,  including  14  bus  lines 
which  serve  San  Francisco  (12  routes  serve  the  downtown  area).  In  general,  SamTrans  service  to 
downtown  San  Francisco  operates  along  Mission  Street  to  the  Transbay  Terminal.  It  should  be  noted 
that  one  SamTrans  bus  line  (#292)  runs  on  Potrero  Avenue,  about  five  blocks  west  of  the  project  site. 
Caltrain  provides  rail  passenger  service  on  the  Peninsula  between  Gilroy  and  San  Francisco.  Caltrain 
currently  operates  66  trains  each  weekday,  with  a  combination  of  express  and  local  service.  The  San 
Francisco  Calfrain  terminal  is  located  at  Fourth  and  Townsend  Streets,  in  the  South  of  Market  area  (about 
1 .0  mile  northeast  of  the  project  site). 

North  Bay:  Transit  service  to  and  from  the  North  Bay  is  provided  by  Golden  Gate  Transit  buses  and 
ferries.  Between  the  North  Bay  (Marin  and  Sonoma  Counties)  and  San  Francisco,  Golden  Gate  Transit 
operates  22  commute  bus  routes,  nine  basic  bus  routes  and  16  ferry  feeder  bus  routes,  most  of  which 
serve  the  Van  Ness  Avenue  corridor  or  the  Financial  District.  Golden  Gate  Transit  also  operates  ferry 
service  between  the  North  Bay  and  San  Francisco.  During  the  morning  and  evening  commute  periods. 
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ferries  are  operated  between  Larkspur  and  San  Francisco  and  between  Sausalito  and  San  Francisco.  The 
San  Francisco  terminal  is  located  at  the  Ferry  Building,  at  The  Embarcadero  and  Market  Street. 

All  regional  transit  providers  can  be  accessed  from  the  proposed  project  via  Muni  bus  and  light  rail 
service.  To  travel  between  the  16'*'  Street  BART  and  the  project  site,  riders  can  use  the  Muni  22- 
Fillmore,  33-Stanyan  and  53-Southem  Heights  bus  lines.  To  travel  between  Caltrain  Station  or  the 
Transbay  Terminal  and  the  project  site,  riders  can  use  the  Muni  10-Townsend  bus  line.  To  travel 
between  Ferry  Building  and  the  project  site,  riders  can  use  the  Muni  10-Townsend  or  19-Polk  bus  lines 
and  transfer  to  other  Muni  bus  or  Metro  lines  on  Market  or  Mission  Streets. 

Parking  Conditions 

The  existing  on-  and  off-street  parking  conditions  were  examined  within  a  study  area  generally  bounded 
by  Fifteenth  Street  to  the  north,  Carolina  Street  to  the  east,  Vermont  Street  to  the  west,  and  18*  Street 
to  the  south.  The  supply  and  occupancy  of  the  on-  and  off-street  parking  were  determined  for  the 
weekday  midday  period  (between  1:00  and  3:00  p.m.)  and  the  weekday  evening  period  (between  6:00 
and  9:00  p.m.)  based  on  field  surveys  conducted  in  June  of  2002. 

On-Street  Parking 

On-street  parking  in  the  study  area  primarily  consists  of  unrestricted  and  unmetered  spaces.  Two-hour 
parking  is  provided  on  both  sides  of  17'*'  Street  between  Rhode  Island  and  De  Haro  Sfreets,  plus  the  east 
side  of  Kansas  Street  between  Division  and  Alameda  Streets.  In  addition,  one  hour  parking  is  provided 
on  the  west  side  of  Kansas  Street  between  17'''  and  18*  Streets.  The  remainder  of  the  on-street  parking 
is  not  time  restricted.  The  on-street  parking  supply  includes  both  parallel  and  90-degree  parking.  The 
90-degree  parking  is  located  along  sections  of  16*,  18*,  Vermont,  Kansas,  Rhode  Island,  De  Haro,  and 
Carolina  Streets.  It  should  be  noted  that  a  residential  permit  parking  area  (area  "X")  is  located  to  the 
southeast  of  the  study  area,  and  has  2-hour  parking  between  8:00  a.m.  and  6:00  p.m.,  Monday  through 
Friday. 

Overall,  there  are  approximately  997  on-street  parking  spaces  within  the  study  area,  with  an  occupancy 
of  about  79  percent  during  the  weekday  midday  period  and  an  occupancy  of  about  34  percent  during  the 
weekday  evening  period.  During  the  midday,  parking  is  generally  fully  occupied  north  of  Mariposa 
Street  but  only  about  50  percent  occupied  south  of  Mariposa  Street.  During  the  evening,  parking 


99.410E  450  Rhode  Island  Project 

2003. 003 8E  1 7th  and  Rhode  Island  Grocery  SUD 


60 


III.  Entvironmental  Setting  and  Impacts 


occupancy  varies  by  block  with  some  blocks  highly  utilized  and  others  with  less  than  40  percent 
occupancy. 

Off-Street  Parking 

Within  the  study  area,  there  is  one  off-street  parking  facility,  located  at  the  southeast  comer  of  the 
intersection  of  Fifteenth/Kansas.  The  facility  provides  public  parking,  although  some  spaces  are  reserved 
for  employees  of  nearby  businesses.  Parking  attendants  are  on-duty  during  the  day.  This  facility  contains 
74  parking  spaces,  it  operates  at  14  percent  of  capacity  during  the  weekday  midday  period  and  it  is  closed 
in  the  evening.  It  should  be  noted  that  the  adjacent  350  Rhode  Island  Street  building  also  contains  an 
off-street  parking  garage;  however,  this  building  is  not  currently  open. 

Pedestrian  Conditions 

Adjacent  to  the  project  site,  the  sidewalks  on  Rhode  Island,  Kansas,  17**^  and  Mariposa  are  currently 
closed,  as  a  result  of  the  previous  construction  at  the  project  site.  However,  the  sidewalks  were 
previously  12  to  15  feet  wide.  In  general,  the  sidewalks  in  the  vicinity  of  the  proposed  project  are  in  fair 
condition.  Generally,  there  are  low  pedestrian  volumes  during  both  the  weekday  midday  and  p.m.  peak 
periods  in  the  vicinity  of  the  proposed  project  -  less  than  100  pedestrians  per  hour.  During  both  time 
periods,  both  the  nearby  sidewalk  and  crosswalk  conditions  were  observed  to  be  operating  at  free-flow 
conditions  with  pedestrians  moving  at  normal  walking  speeds  and  with  freedom  to  bypass  other 
pedestrians. 

Bicycle  Conditions 

In  the  vicinity  of  the  project  site,  portions  of  four  streets  are  designated  as  Citywide  Bicycle  Routes:  1 6'*' 
Street  between  Kansas  and  Third  Streets  (Class  II,  Route  #40),  IT^  Street  between  Kansas  Street  and 
Corbett  Avenue  (Class  lU,  Route  #40),  17"^  Street  between  Harrison  Street  and  Potrero  Avenue  (Class 
m,  Route  #25),  Kansas  Street  between  17*  and  Division  Streets  (Class  III,  Route  #123)  and  Potrero 
Avenue  between  Cesar  Chavez  and  17'''  Streets  (Class  III,  Route  #25). 

Class  n  bicycle  facilities  are  separate  bicycle  lanes  adjacent  to  the  curb  lane,  while  Class  III  bicycle 
facilities  are  signed  routes  only,  where  bicyclist  share  travel  lanes  with  vehicles.  During  field 
observations,  bicyclists  were  observed  riding  along  the  established  bicycle  routes  in  the  vicinity  of  the 
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proposed  project  site.  Bicycle  conditions  were  observed  to  be  operating  acceptably,  with  only  minor 
conflicts  between  bicyclists,  pedestrians  and  vehicles. 


IMPACTS 

Significance  Criteria 

The  following  are  the  significance  criteria  used  by  the  Planning  Department  for  the  determination  of 
impacts  associated  with  a  proposed  project: 

Intersections:  The  operational  impact  on  signalized  intersections  is  considered  significant  when  project- 
related  traffic  causes  the  level  of  service  to  deteriorate  from  LOS  D  or  better  to  LOS  E  or  F,  or  from  LOS 
E  to  LOS  F.  For  the  purpose  of  this  report,  the  operational  impact  on  unsignalized  intersections  is 
considered  significant  when  the  project-related  traffic  causes  the  level  of  service  to  deteriorate  from  LOS 
D  or  better  to  LOS  E  or  F  at  more  than  one  approach,  and  signal  warrants  are  satisfied.  For  an 
intersection  that  operates  at  LOS  E  or  F  in  the  base  conditions,  there  may  be  a  significant  adverse  impact 
depending  upon  the  magnitude  of  the  project's  contribution  to  the  worsening  of  delay,  hi  addition,  a 
project  would  have  a  significant  adverse  effect  if  it  would  cause  major  traffic  hazards,  or  would 
contribute  considerably  to  the  cumulative  traffic  increases  that  would  cause  the  deterioration  in  LOS  to 
unacceptable  levels. 

Transit:  The  project  would  have  a  significant  effect  on  the  environment  if  it  would  cause  a  substantial 
increase  in  transit  demand  that  could  not  be  accommodated  by  adjacent  transit  capacity,  resulting  in 
unacceptable  levels  of  transit  service;  or  cause  a  substantial  increase  in  operating  costs  such  that 
significant  adverse  impacts  in  transit  service  levels  could  result.  With  the  Muni  and  regional  transit 
screenlines  analyses,  the  project  would  have  a  significant  effect  on  the  transit  provider  if  project-related 
transit  trips  would  cause  the  capacity  utilization  standard  to  be  exceeded  during  the  weekday  p.m.  peak 
hour. 

Parking:  Parking  supply  is  not  considered  to  be  a  part  of  the  permanent  physical  environment  in  San 
Francisco.^  Parking  conditions  are  not  static,  as  parking  supply  and  demand  varies  from  day  to  night, 

^  Under  California  Public  Resources  Code,  Section  21060.5,  "environmenf  can  be  defined 
as  "the  physical  conditions  which  exist  within  the  area  which  will  be  affected  by  a  proposed  project, 
including  land,  air,  water,  minerals,  flora,  fauna,  noise  and  objects  of  historic  or  aesthetic 
significance." 
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day  to  day,  month  to  month,  etc.  Hence,  the  availability  of  parking  spaces  (or  lack  thereof)  is  not  a 
permanent  physical  condition,  but  changes  over  time  as  people  change  their  modes  and  pattems  of  travel. 
Therefore,  parking  deficits  are  considered  to  be  social  effects,  rather  than  impacts  on  the  physical 
environment,  as  defined  by  CEQA. 

Parking  deficits  may  be  associated  with  secondary  physical  environmental  impacts,  such  as  increased 
traffic  congestion  at  intersections,  air  quality  or  noise  effects  caused  by  congestion.  However,  as  noted 
above,  in  the  experience  of  San  Francisco  transportation  planners,  the  absence  of  a  ready  supply  of 
parking  spaces,  combined  with  available  alternatives  to  auto  travel  (e.g.,  transit,  taxis,  bicycles  or 
walking)  and  the  relatively  dense  pattems  of  urban  development,  may  induce  drivers  to  seek  and  find 
alternate  parking  facilities,  shift  to  other  modes  of  travel  or  change  their  overall  travel  habits.  As  such, 
resulting  shifts  to  public  transit,  in  particular,  would  be  in  keeping  with  the  City's  "transit  first"  policy. 

Additionally,  regarding  potential  secondary  effects,  auto  circling  and  looking  for  a  parking  space  in  areas 
of  limited  parking  supply  is  typically  a  temporary  condition,  often  offset  by  a  reduction  in  vehicle  trips 
due  to  other  who  are  aware  of  constrained  parking  conditions  in  the  area.  Hence,  any  secondary 
environmental  impacts  which  may  result  fi^om  a  shortfall  in  parking  in  the  vicinity  of  the  project  would 
likely  be  minor  and  difficult  to  predict. 

Thus,  a  parking  shortage  is  not  considered  to  be  a  permanent  physical  condition  and  is  also  not 
considered  to  be  a  physical  environmental  impact  even  though  it  is  understood  to  be  an  inconvenience 
to  drivers.  Therefore,  the  creation  of,  or  an  increase  in,  parking  demand  resulting  from  a  project  that 
cannot  be  met  by  existing  or  proposed  parking  facilities  would  not  itself  be  considered  a  significant 
environmental  effect  under  CEQA.  hi  the  absence  of  such  physical  environmental  impacts,  CEQA  does 
not  require  environmental  documents  to  propose  mitigation  measures  solely  because  a  project  is  expected 
to  generate  parking  shortfalls. 

Pedestrians:  The  project  would  have  a  significant  effect  on  the  environment  if  it  would  result  in 
substantial  overcrowding  on  public  sidewalks,  create  potentially  hazardous  conditions  for  pedestrians, 
or  otherwise  interfere  with  pedestrian  accessibility  to  the  site  and  adjoining  areas. 
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Bicyclists:  The  project  would  have  a  significant  effect  on  the  environment  if  it  would  create  potentially 
hazardous  conditions  for  bicyclists  or  otherwise  substantially  interfere  with  bicycle  accessibility  to  the 
site  and  adjoining  areas. 

Loading:  Loading  impacts  were  assessed  by  comparing  the  proposed  loading  space  supply  to  the 
Planning  Code  requirements  and  the  estimated  loading  demand  during  the  peak  hour  of  loading 
activities. 

Construction:  Construction-related  impacts  generally  would  not  be  considered  significant  due  to  their 
temporary  and  limited  duration. 

Baseline  Conditions 

To  account  for  the  occupancy  of  the  adjacent  350  Rhode  Island  Street  building'*  and  near-term  changes 
to  the  nearby  roadway  network,  a  Baseline  condition  of  existing  conditions  plus  the  350  Rhode  Island 
building  was  developed  and  project  effects  were  measured  against  the  Baseline  condition. 

The  350  Rhode  Island  Street  building  was  constructed  in  2000/200 1  and  contains  approximately  247,550 
square  feet  of  office  space,  3,000  square  feet  of  retail  space  and  350  self-park  parking  spaces  (up  to  472 
spaces  if  attendant-park).  During  the  weekday  p.m.  peak  hour,  the  3  50  Rhode  Island  Street  building  was 
estimated  to  generate  211  vehicle-trips  (17  inbound  and  194  outbound),  plus  54  transit  trips  and  58 
walk/other  trips.  In  addition,  the  building  was  estimated  to  have  a  weekday  midday  parking  demand  of 
about  604  spaces  (5 1 1  long-term  and  93  short-term).  The  distribution  and  assignment  of  the  vehicle-trips 
generated  by  the  3  50  Rhode  Island  Street  building  were  obtained  from  the  transportation  study  conducted 
for  that  project,  and  these  trips  were  then  added  to  the  Existing  traffic  volumes  to  determine  the  Baseline 
traffic  volumes. 


At  the  time  the  intersection  turning  movement  volumes  and  parking  occupancy  were 
counted  for  the  analysis  contained  in  this  report  (June  2002),  the  building  was  not  yet  occupied. 
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As  part  of  the  mitigation  measures  for  the  ongoing  Mission  Bay  development,  the  intersection  of 
16'^A^ermont  will  be  signalized  in  the  spring  of 2003.  Since  this  improvement  is  planned  to  occur  prior 
to  the  opening  of  the  proposed  project,  it  was  included  as  part  of  the  Baseline  conditions.^ 

Project  Travel  Demand  -  Baseline  plus  Project  Conditions 

Travel  demand  refers  to  the  new  vehicle,  transit,  pedestrian  and  other  traffic  that  would  be  generated  by 
the  proposed  project.  The  travel  demand,  parking  demand  and  freight/service  vehicle  loading  demand 
estimates  were  based  on  information  contained  in  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Department's 
Transportation  Lnpact  Analysis  Guidelines  {SF  Guidelines),  published  in  October  2002,  the  2000  U.S. 
Census  journey-to- work  information  for  census  tract  that  contains  the  project  site  and  information 
provided  by  the  Project  Sponsor. 

Trip  Generation 

The  person-trip  generation  includes  residents,  employees  and  visitors  to  the  proposed  mixed-use  building 
(residential,  grocery  store  and  retail)  and  are  based  upon  weekday  daily  and  p.m.  peak  hour  trip 
generation  rates  (number  of  trips  per  unit  for  residential  uses  and  number  of  trips  per  1 ,000  square  feet 
for  grocery  store/retail  uses).  Overall,  the  proposed  project  would  generate  a  total  of  about  12,295 
person-trips  on  a  weekday  daily  basis  and  about  1 ,052  person-trips  during  the  weekday  p.m.  peak  hour 
(see  Table  3  on  the  following  page).  Approximately  52  percent  of  the  weekday  p.m.  peak  hour  person- 
trips  would  be  inbound  to  the  site  and  48  percent  would  be  outbound  from  the  site.  The  previously 
approved  project  would  have  generated  about  5,683  new  daily  person  trips  and  approximately  483  p.m. 
peak  hour  trips.  Approximately  6  percent  of  the  weekday  p.m.  peak  hour  person  trips  would  have  been 
inbound  to  the  site  and  about  94  percent  would  have  been  outbound  from  the  site. 


^  Other  changes  to  the  roadway  network  associated  with  Mission  Bay,  such  as  the  upcoming 
signalization  of  the  intersection  of  16'''/Seventh,  would  either  be  outside  the  study  area  or  would 
occur  later.  As  such,  these  improvements  were  not  included  in  the  Baseline  conditions. 
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Table  3 
Proposed  Project  Person-Tri 

)  Generation 

Land  Use 

Daily 
Trip  Rate 

PM  Peak  Hour 
Trip  Rate 

Daily 
Person-Trips 

PM  Peak  Hour 
Person-Trips 

Residential 
Grocery  Store 
Retail 

8.63/unit 
297/1,000  gsf 
150/1,000  gsf 

1.5/unit 
21.7/1,000  gsf 
13.5/1,000  gsf 

1448 
10247 
600 

250 
748 
54 

Total 

12295 

1052 

Source:  SF  Guidelines,  Wilbur  Smith  Associates  -  February  2003 


Mode  Split 

The  project-generated  person-trips  were  assigned  to  travel  modes  in  order  to  determine  the  number  of 
auto,  transit  and  other  trips.  "Other"  includes  walk,  bicycle,  motorcycle  and  additional  modes,  plus 
linked  trips  between  various  project  land  uses.  During  the  weekday  p.m.  peak  hour,  about  60  percent 
of  all  person-trips  would  be  by  auto,  13  percent  by  transit  and  27  percent  by  other  modes  (see  Table  4). 
The  proposed  project  would  generate  about  405  vehicle-trips  during  the  weekday  p.m.  peak  hour,  55 
percent  of  which  would  be  inbound  to  the  site  and  45  percent  of  which  would  be  outbound  from  the 
project  site. 


Table  4 

Trip  Generation  by  Mode 

-  Weekday  PM  Peak  Hour 

Land  Use 

Person-Trips 

Vehicle-Trips 

Auto 

Transit 

Walk/Other' 

Total 

Residential 

168 

46 

36 

250 

153 

Grocery  Store 

435 

82 

231 

748 

235 

Retail 

31 

6 

17 

54 

17 

Total 

634 

134 

284 

1052 

405 

Source:  SF  Guidelines,  2000  U.S.  Census,  Wilbur  Smith  Associates  -  February  2003 
Note: 

'  "Other"  includes  bicycles,  motorcycles,  taxis,  and  additional  modes  plus  linked/internal  trips. 


Trip  Distribution  /  Assignment 

The  distribution  of  trips  to  and  from  the  proposed  project  is  based  on  the  origin/destination  of  a  specific 
trip,  and  is  separated  into  the  four  quadrants  of  San  Francisco  (Superdistricts  1  through  4),  East  Bay, 
North  Bay,  South  Bay,  and  outside  the  region.  Overall,  the  highest  percentage  of  the  trips  generated  by 
the  proposed  project  would  come  to  and  from  areas  within  San  Francisco,  with  decreasing  percentages 
to  and  from  the  South  Bay,  East  Bay,  North  Bay  and  outside  the  region  (see  Table  5).  These  distribution 
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patterns  were  used  as  the  basis  for  assigning  project-related  vehicle-trips  to  the  local  streets  in  the  study 
area,  and  transit-trips  to  the  local  and  regional  transit  operators. 


Table  5 
Trip  Distribution  Patterns 

Place  of  Trip  Origin 

Residential 

Grocery  Store/Retail 

Work 

Visitor 

San  Francisco 

Superdistrict  1 

51.3% 

8.3% 

6.0% 

Superdistrict  2 

7.3% 

10.6% 

9.0% 

Superdistrict  3 

7.3% 

23.9% 

61.0% 

Superdistrict  4 

7.3% 

7.9% 

5.0% 

East  Bay 

9.5% 

14.3% 

3.0% 

North  Bay 

2.5% 

5.6% 

2.0% 

South  Bay 

13.9% 

26.9% 

9.0% 

Out  of  Region 

0.9% 

2.5% 

5.0% 

Total 

100% 

100% 

100% 

Source:  SF  Guidelines,  2000  U.S.  Census,  Wilbur  Smith  Associates  -  February  2003 


Parking  Demand 

The  project-generated  parking  demand  was  determined  for  both  the  weekday  midday  (generally  1 :00  to 
3:00  p.m.)  and  evening  (generally  7:00  to  9:00  p.m.)  conditions,  and  includes  the  demand  for  both  long- 
term  and  short-term  spaces.  Overall,  the  proposed  project  would  have  a  parking  demand  of  about  361 
spaces  during  the  weekday  midday  and  about  366  spaces  during  the  weekday  evening  period  (see 
Table  6). 


Table  6 

Project-Generated  Midday 

and  Evening  Parking  Demand 

Land  Use 

Long-Term 

Short-Term 

Total 

Parking  Spaces 

Parking  Spaces 

Midday 

Residential 

172 

0 

172 

Grocery  Store 

23 

141 

164 

Retail 

9 

16 

25 

Total 

204 

157 

361 

Evening 

Residential 

215 

0 

215 

Grocery  Store 

18 

113 

131 

Retail 

7 

13 

20 

Total 

240 

126 

366 

Source:  SF  Guidelines,  Wilbur  Smith  Associates  -  February  2003 
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Loading  Demand 

Loading  demand  includes  both  the  number  of  delivery/service  vehicle  trips  generated  by  the  proposed 
project  on  a  daily  basis  and  the  estimated  demand  for  loading  spaces.  Overall,  the  proposed  project 
would  generate  about  33  delivery/service  trips  per  day  (see  Table  7).  These  trips  would  resuh  in  a 
demand  for  less  than  two  loading  spaces  during  an  average  hour  and  during  the  peak  hour  of  loading 
activities.  Most  of  the  daily  truck  trips  (about  85  percent)  would  be  generated  by  the  proposed  grocery 
store  use. 


Table  7 

Project-Generated  Freight  Delivery  and  Service  Vehicle  Demand 

Land  Use 

Daily  Truck  Trip 

Peak  Hour 

Average  Hour 

Generation 

Loading  Spaces 

Loading  Spaces 

Residential 

4 

0.2 

0.2 

Grocery  Store 

28 

1.6 

1.3 

Retail 

1 

0.1 

0.0 

Total 

33 

1.9 

1.5 

Source:  SF  Guidelines,  Wilbur  Smith  Associates  -  February  2003 


According  to  information  provided  by  the  Project  Sponsor,  it  is  anticipated  that  most  of  the  deliveries 
to  the  proposed  grocery  store  would  be  trucks  smaller  than  semi  tractor-trailers.  Typically,  high-end 
specialty  grocery  stores  (which  would  likely  be  at  the  proposed  project)  have  about  one  52-  to  55-foot- 
long  truck,  several  38-  to  42-foot-long  trucks  and  several  delivery  vans  each  day.^ 

Baseline  Conditions 
Intersection  Operations 

Table  8  on  the  following  page  presents  the  Baseline  intersection  operating  conditions  for  the  weekday 
p.m.  peak  hour.  In  general,  the  addition  of  the  traffic  volumes  generated  by  the  350  Rhode  Island  Street 
building  would  result  in  a  minor  increase  in  the  average  delay  per  vehicle  at  each  study  intersection. 
However,  all  study  intersections  would  continue  to  operate  with  acceptable  conditions. 


^  Conversation  between  John  Fry,  real  estate  consultant  for  Whole  Foods,  and  the  Project 
Sponsor. 
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Table  8 

Intersection  Level  of  Service 

Baseline  Conditions  - 

-  Weekday  PM  Peak  Hour 

Intersection 

Existing 

Baseline 

Delay 

LOS 

Delay 

LOS 

Signalized 

16'V  Kansas 

13.8 

B 

13.7 

B 

le"'/ Vermont' 

31.2 

D(eb) 

12.2 

B 

16'*'/Potrero 

23.5 

B 

30 

C 

17*/Potrero 

28.3 

C 

39.9 

D 

Unsignalized^ 

16"^/DeHaro 

31.8 

D(eb) 

37.8 

E(eb) 

16'" /Rhode  Island 

24.3 

C(nb) 

27.5 

D(nb) 

17'" /Rhode  Island 

17.3 

C(wb) 

19.9 

C(wb) 

17'V  Kansas 

25.4 

D(wb) 

34.2 

D(wb) 

17'V  Vermont 

27.1 

D(wb) 

33.4 

D(wb) 

Mariposa  /  Rhode  Island 

8.6 

A(wb) 

8.8 

A(wb) 

Mariposa  /  Kansas 

10 

B(sb) 

11 

B(sb) 

Mariposa /US  101  off-ramp 

28.7 

D(nb) 

28.9 

D(nb) 

Source:  Wilbur  Smith  Associates  -  February  2003 


Notes: 

Delay  presented  in  seconds  per  vehicle. 

'    Intersection  assumed  to  be  signalized  under  Baseline  conditions.  Delay  and  LOS  presented  for  worst  approach  for 

Existing  conditions. 
^    Delay  and  LOS  presented  for  worst  approach. 

Parking  Conditions 

The  350  Rhode  Island  Street  project  was  estimated  to  have  a  weekday  midday  parking  demand  for  604 
spaces,  including  511  long-term  spaces  and  93  short-term  spaces.  Since  the  building  contains  350 
parking  spaces  (up  to  472  spaces  if  attendant-park),  there  would  be  a  parking  shortfall  of  between  132 
and  254  parking  spaces. 

Without  attendant  parking  at  the  350  Rhode  Island  Street  project,  the  increase  in  parking  supply  of  350 
spaces  and  the  increase  in  demand  of  604  spaces  would  result  in  the  Baseline  parking  occupancy 
increasing  from  75  percent  to  99  percent  of  capacity.  With  attendant  parking  at  the  350  Rhode  Island 
Street  project,  the  increase  in  parking  supply  of  472  spaces  and  the  increase  in  demand  of  604  spaces 
would  result  in  the  Baseline  parking  occupancy  increasing  from  75  percent  to  9 1  percent  of  capacity. 
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During  the  weekday  evening  period,  the  350  Rhode  Island  Street  project  would  have  a  minimal  parking 
demand.  As  such,  it  is  anticipated  that  the  Baseline  parking  occupancy  in  the  study  area  would  remain 
at  34  percent  occupied  (with  about  66 1  spaces  available)  during  the  weekday  evening  period. 

Baseline  plus  Project  Conditions 
Intersection  Impacts 

The  proposed  project  would  generate  about  405  vehicle-trips  during  the  weekday  p.m.  peak  hour  (222 
inbound  and  1 83  outbound).  Since  the  driveways  to  the  proposed  project's  three  parking  garages  would 
be  located  on  Rhode  Island  Street,  all  inbound  and  outbound  trips  were  assigned  to  this  street. 

Table  9  on  the  following  page  presents  a  comparison  of  the  Baseline  and  Baseline  plus  Project 
intersection  operating  conditions  for  the  weekday  p.m.  peak  hour.  At  the  four  signalized  intersections, 
the  project-generated  traffic  would  result  in  minor  changes  to  the  average  delay  per  vehicle  except  at  the 
intersection  of  17'VPotrero,  which  would  worsen  from  LOS  D  to  LOS  E.  At  the  seven  unsignalized 
intersections,  the  project-generated  traffic  would  result  in  substantial  increases  to  the  average  delays  per 
vehicle  at  the  worst  approach  for  four  of  the  intersections  (16'VRhode  Island,  IT^'/Rhode  Island, 
1 7'VKansas  and  1 7'VVermont).  However,  all  unsignalized  intersections  would  be  considered  to  operate 
with  acceptable  conditions  since  only  one  approach  would  operate  with  unacceptable  conditions. 
Overall,  the  proposed  project  would  be  considered  to  have  a  significant  impact  at  the  intersection  of 
17'VPotrero. 

It  should  be  noted  that  at  the  intersection  of  1 7'VRhode  Island,  the  approach  that  would  operate  at  LOS 
F  (westbound)  would  be  the  approach  with  the  highest  traffic  volume  during  the  weekday  p.m.  peak  hour. 
As  such,  vehicles  at  the  westbound  approach  would  likely  encounter  relatively  long  delays  per  vehicle. 

Transit  Impacts 

The  proposed  project  would  generate  about  134  fransit  trips  (72  inbound  and  62  outbound)  during  the 
weekday  p.m.  peak  hour.  Transit  trips  to  and  from  the  proposed  project  would  likely  use  the  nearby 
Muni  10-Townsend,  19-Polk,  22-Fillmore  or  53-Southem  Heights  bus  lines  to  access  other  Muni 
bus/light  rail  lines  or  the  regional  transit  providers.  These  nearby  Muni  bus  lines  currently  have  available 
capacity  during  the  weekday  p.m.  peak  period,  and  therefore  would  be  able  to  accommodate  the 
additional  transit  riders  associated  with  the  proposed,  project.  The  additional  vehicle-trips  to  and  from 
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the  proposed  project  are  not  anticipated  to  substantially  affect  operations  of  the  Muni  bus  lines  that 
operate  adjacent  to  the  project  site  (19-Polk  on  Rhode  Island  Street,  22-Fillmore  on  17""  Street  and  53- 
Southem  Heights  on  Kansas  Street)  or  the  nearby  bus  stops.  Although  bus  operations  may  be  affected 
by  trucks  and  vehicles  accessing  the  proposed  project's  loading  dock  and  parking  garages,  the  potential 
delays  to  Muni  operations  are  anticipated  to  be  minimal. 


Table  9 

Intersection  Level  of  Service 

Baseline  plus  Project  Conditions  - 

Weekday  PM  Peak  Hour 

Intersection 

Baseline 

Baseline  plus  Project 

Delay 

LOS 

Delay 

LOS 

Signalized 

Id*^/ Kansas 

13.7 

B 

14.4 

B 

16""/ Vermont 

12.2 

B 

12.6 

B 

le'^/Potrero 

30 

C 

36.8 

D 

17"^/Potrero 

39.9 

D 

62.7 

E 

Unsignalized' 

16'VDe  Haro 

37.8 

E(eb) 

>50 

F(eb) 

16'V  Rhode  Island 

27.5 

D(nb) 

>50 

F(nb) 

17'V  Rhode  Island 

19.9 

C(wb) 

>50 

F(wb) 

17'" /Kansas 

34.2 

D(wb) 

>50 

F(wb) 

17'V  Vermont 

33.4 

D  (wb) 

>50 

F(wb) 

Mariposa  /  Rhode  Island 

8.8 

A  (wb) 

9.5 

A(sb) 

Mariposa  /  Kansas 

11 

B(sb) 

11.1 

B(sb) 

Mariposa /US  101  off-ramp 

28.9 

D(nb) 

29.6 

D(nb) 

Source:  Wilbur  Smith  Associates  -  February  2003 
Notes: 

Delay  presented  in  seconds  per  vehicle. 

'  STOP-controlled  intersections.  Delay  and  LOS  presented  for  worst  approach,  with  worst  approach  in  (). 


Parking  Impacts 

The  proposed  project  would  provide  323  parking  spaces  within  three  parking  garages,  including  168 
spaces  for  the  residential  uses  and  155  spaces  for  the  grocery  store  and  retail  uses.  In  addition,  the 
parking  garage  would  provide  13  handicapped-accessible  spaces. 

The  proposed  project  would  be  required  to  provide  290  off-street  parking  spaces,  including  168  spaces 
for  the  residential  uses  and  122  spaces  for  the  grocery  store  and  retail  uses,  per  the  San  Francisco 
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Planning  Code.  As  such,  the  proposed  project  would  meet  the  Planning  Cocfe  requirements,  and  be 
within  the  allowable  Accessory  Use  parking  restrictions  (up  to  50  percent  greater  than  the  number  of 
required  spaces). 

Overall,  the  proposed  project  would  have  a  weekday  midday  parking  demand  of  about  361  spaces  and 
a  weekday  evening  parking  demand  of  about  366  spaces.  The  residential  parking  demand  of  the 
proposed  project  would  be  about  172  spaces  during  the  weekday  midday  and  215  spaces  during  the 
weekday  evening.  Since  the  proposed  project  would  provide  168  residential  parking  spaces,  there  would 
be  a  shortfall  of  about  four  spaces  during  the  midday  and  about  43  spaces  during  the  evening.  It  should 
be  noted  that  the  overnight  residential  parking  demand  could  be  accommodated  with  the  parking  supply 
for  the  grocery  store  and  retail  uses  (it  is  anticipated  that  the  grocery  store  and  retail  uses  would  be  open 
between  8:00  a.m.  and  10:00  p.m.).  In  addition,  the  grocery  store  and  retail  parking  demand  would  be 
about  1 89  spaces  during  the  weekday  midday  and  1 5 1  spaces  during  the  weekday  evening.  Since  the 
proposed  project  would  provide  155  grocery  store  and  retail  parking  spaces,  there  would  be  a  shortfall 
of  about  34  spaces  during  the  midday  and  no  shortfall  of  spaces  during  the  evening. 

During  the  weekday  midday  period,  area-wide  parking  conditions  would  be  between  91  percent  and  99 
percent  occupied  (depending  on  the  operations  of  the  350  Rhode  Island  Street  project).  With  the 
proposed  project,  parking  occupancy  in  the  study  area  would  increase  to  between  98  percent  and  over 
1 00  percent.  With  parking  operating  near  or  over  1 00  percent  of  capacity,  it  may  be  difficult  for  drivers 
to  find  parking  in  the  study  area.  As  a  result,  drivers  may  park  outside  the  study  area  (either  on-street 
or  at  an  off-street  facility),  or  may  switch  to  transit,  carpool,  bicycle  or  other  forms  of  travel.  It  should 
be  noted  that  when  construction  of  the  proposed  project  is  completed,  the  on-street  parking  around  the 
block  would  be  available;  as  such,  the  on-street  parking  supply  would  be  increased  over  existing 
conditions.  Therefore,  the  parking  supply  in  the  study  area  would  be  somewhat  less  occupied  that  as 
analyzed. 

During  the  weekday  evening  period,  area-wide  parking  conditions  would  be  about  34  percent  occupied. 
As  such,  the  proposed  project's  parking  shortfall  could  be  accommodated  within  the  study  area. 

Parking  Garage  Operations:  The  proposed  project  would  have  three  parking  garages,  all  with  driveways 
on  Rhode  Island  Street.  Garage  A,  located  on  Level  1,  would  be  located  in  the  northeast  comer  of  the 
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building  and  would  provide  parking  for  the  grocery  store/retail  uses  and  the  residential  uses;  Garage  B, 
located  on  Level  2,  would  be  located  in  the  center  of  the  building  and  would  provide  parking  for  the 
grocery  store/retail  uses  and  the  residential  uses;  Garage  C,  located  on  Level  3,  would  be  located  in  the 
southeast  comer  of  the  building  and  would  provide  parking  for  the  residential  uses  only.  Within  both 
Garage  A  and  Garage  B,  the  residential  parking  would  be  separated  from  the  grocery  store/retail  parking 
by  a  gate,  with  card-key  access  for  residents.  It  should  be  noted  that  the  parking  for  the  grocery 
store/retail  parking  would  be  free  of  charge  (but  restricted  to  patrons  of  the  proposed  project).  As  such, 
no  access  control  devices  (such  as  ticket  spitters)  would  be  provided.  Residential  parkers  would  be 
allowed  to  park  overnight  in  the  grocery  store/retail  parking  spaces  (it  is  anticipated  that  the  grocery  store 
and  retail  uses  would  be  open  between  8:00  a.m.  and  10:00  p.m.). 

Pedestrian  Impacts 

With  the  proposed  project,  the  sidewalks  on  I?"'  and  Mariposa  Streets  would  be  about  13  feet  wide  and 
the  sidewalks  on  Rhode  Island  and  Kansas  Streets  would  be  about  1 6  feet  wide.  Access  to  the  retail  uses 
would  be  from  1 7"'  Street,  access  to  the  grocery  store  would  be  from  Rhode  Island  Street,  and  the  primary 
access  to  the  residential  units  would  be  from  Kansas  and  Mariposa  Streets. 

Pedestrian  trips  generated  by  the  proposed  project  include  walk  trips  to  and  from  the  project  site,  plus 
walk  trips  to  and  from  parked  vehicles  and  transit  operators.  Overall,  the  proposed  project  would  add 
about  420  pedestrian  trips  (including  about  285  walk/other/linked  trips  and  135  transit  trips)  to  the 
adjacent  sidewalks.  The  new  pedesfrian  frips  generated  by  the  proposed  project  could  be  accommodated 
on  the  nearby  sidewalks  and  would  not  substantially  affect  pedestrian  operations  along  the  nearby 
sidewalks  and  crosswalks.  As  the  sidewalks  and  crosswalks  currently  have  low  pedestrian  volumes,  the 
pedestrian  conditions  would  continue  to  remain  acceptable  with  the  proposed  project. 

Bicycle  Impacts 

The  proposed  project  would  be  required  to  provide  16  bicycle  parking  spaces  (see  §155c  and  §155f  of 
the  San  Francisco  Planning  Code).  In  addition,  the  proposed  project  would  be  required  to  provide  one 
shower  and  two  locker  facilities  for  retail  employees.  Since  the  proposed  project  would  provide  about 
100  bicycle  spaces  within  three  bicycle  parking  rooms,  it  would  meet  the  Planning  Code  requirements. 
In  addition,  the  proposed  project  would  provide  the  required  shower  and  locker  facilities  for  employees 
within  the  grocery  store. 
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The  project  site  is  within  convenient  bicycling  distance  of  downtown  San  Francisco  and  other 
neighborhoods  (including  Potrero  Hill  and  Mission),  plus  the  major  transit  terminals.  As  such,  a  portion 
of  the  "other"  trips  generated  by  the  proposed  project  would  be  bicycle  trips. 

There  are  several  bicycle  routes  in  the  vicinity  of  the  project  site,  including  along  Potrero  Avenue  and 
portions  of  16'^  l?""  and  Kansas  Streets.  With  the  current  bicycle  and  traffic  volumes  on  the  adjacent 
streets,  bicycle  travel  generally  occurs  without  major  impedances  or  safety  problems.  Although  the 
proposed  project  would  result  in  an  increase  in  the  number  of  vehicles  on  the  surrounding  streets,  this 
increase  would  not  be  substantial  enough  to  affect  bicycle  travel  in  the  area,  hi  addition,  the  proposed 
project  would  not  provide  any  additional  curb-cuts  or  driveways  on  streets  that  provide  bicycle  facilities. 

Loading  Impacts 

The  proposed  project  would  provide  an  off-street  freight  loading  dock,  which  would  be  approximately 
46  feet  wide  and  62  feet  long,  with  a  vertical  clearance  of  14  feet.  The  dock  would  include  two  loading 
spaces  (both  16  feet  wide  and  62  feet  long)  and  a  trash  compactor.  Access  to  the  loading  dock  would 
be  from  l?"*  Street.  In  addition,  the  Project  Sponsor  proposes  to  establish  a  60-foot-long  white  zone 
(passenger  loading)  on  Rhode  Island  Street  to  serve  the  grocery  store,  and  60-foot-long  yellow  zones 
(delivery  and  passenger  loading)  on  Mariposa  and  Kansas  Streets  to  serve  the  residential  units. 

The  proposed  project  would  be  required  to  provide  two  off-street  freight  loading  spaces,  per  the  San 
Francisco  Planning  Code,  including  one  space  for  the  residential  uses  and  one  space  for  the  grocery  store 
and  retail  uses.  As  such,  the  proposed  supply  would  meet  the  Planning  Code  requirements.  In  addition, 
the  proposed  loading  dock  would  meet  the  Planning  Code  requirements  for  size  and  vertical  clearance. 

Since  the  proposed  project  would  generate  a  loading  demand  for  1 .5  spaces  during  an  average  hour  and 
1 .9  spaces  during  the  peak  hour  of  loading  activities,  the  proposed  loading  dock  with  two  spaces  would 
meet  the  anticipated  demand. 

Loading  Dock  Operations:  Access  for  the  proposed  project's  loading  dock  would  be  located  on  17* 
Street.  To  enter  the  dock  from  both  eastbound  and  westbound  17"*  Street,  delivery  trucks  would  need 
to  drive  past  the  loading  dock  and  back  in.  Since  most  of  the  deliveries  would  be  by  smaller  vehicles, 
trucks  would  be  able  to  enter  the  dock  when  one  of  the  two  spaces  was  occupied  and  with  only  one 
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movement.  As  such,  delivery  trucks  would  be  able  to  maneuver  into  the  dock  relatively  quickly  and 
therefore  would  not  substantially  affect  traffic  flow  on  17'*'  Street  (including  the  Muni  22-FilImore  bus 
line).  To  minimize  the  effect  of  delivery  trucks  on  l?"*  Street  operations,  the  building  management 
would  have  a  loading  dock  supervisor  on  staff  to  schedule  deliveries  and  to  direct  traffic  on  the  street 
during  the  peak  loading  times. 

Garbage  Activities:  The  proposed  project  would  have  two  garbage  facilities.  Within  the  loading  dock, 
a  trash  compactor  would  be  provided  which  would  accommodate  the  trash  associated  with  the  grocery 
store  and  retail  uses  and  the  residential  units  on  the  northern  half  of  the  project  site.  It  is  anticipated  that 
garbage  trucks  would  be  able  to  access  the  trash  compactor  from  the  loading  dock  or  1 1^  Street.  For  the 
residential  units  on  the  southern  half  of  the  project  site,  a  separate  trash  room  would  be  provided,  which 
would  be  accessed  from  Rhode  Island  Street. 

Passenger  Loading:  To  accommodate  passenger  loading  activities,  the  Project  Sponsor  proposes  to 
establish  a  60-foot-long  white  zone  (passenger  loading)  on  Rhode  Island  Street  to  serve  the  grocery  store, 
and  60-foot-long  yellow  zones  (delivery  and  passenger  loading)  on  Mariposa  and  Kansas  Streets  to  serve 
the  residential  units.  The  zone  on  Rhode  Island  Street  would  be  located  adjacent  to  the  main  entrance 
to  the  grocery  store,  and  the  zones  on  Mariposa  and  Kansas  Streets  would  be  located  adjacent  to  the 
internal  courtyard  for  the  residents.  Since  each  zone  would  be  able  to  accommodate  three  passenger 
vehicles,  it  is  anticipated  that  the  facilities  would  be  sufficient  to  accommodate  the  passenger  pick-up 
and  drop-off  demand  of  the  grocery  store  and  residential  uses. 

Residential  Move-in/Move-Out  Activities:  One  of  the  loading  spaces  within  the  loading  dock  would  be 
required  for  the  residential  units,  and  would  have  direct  access  to  the  residential  freight  elevator  for  the 
northern  residential  units.  However,  it  is  anticipated  that  most  of  the  residential  move-ins/move-outs 
would  occur  from  the  proposed  yellow  zones  on  Mariposa  and  Kansas  Streets.  Since  these  zones  would 
be  60  feet  long,  they  would  be  able  to  accommodate  large  moving  vans  or  semi  tractor-frailers. 

Construction  Impacts 

Construction  of  the  proposed  project  is  expected  to  take  approximately  1 8  months.  It  is  anticipated  that 
construction  activities  would  start  in  the  summer  of  2003  and  be  completed  in  the  spring  of  2005.  It 
should  be  noted  that  the  demolition  and  excavation  phases  of  construction  have  already  been  completed 
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as  part  of  the  previous  project.  Construction-related  activities  would  typically  occur  Monday  through 
Friday  from  7:00  a.m.  to  6:00  p.m.  It  is  anticipated  that  periodic  work  may  occur  on  weekends,  on  an 
as-needed  basis. 

Construction  staging  would  occur  primarily  from  within  the  project  site  and  the  sidewalks  along  Rhode 
Island,  Kansas,  17""  and  Mariposa  Streets.  Throughout  the  duration  of  construction,  the  parking  lanes 
along  all  four  streets  would  be  closed,  in  order  to  provide  staging  areas  and  temporary  pedestrian 
walkways. 

It  is  not  anticipated  that  any  Muni  bus  stops  would  need  to  be  relocated  during  construction  of  the 
proposed  project.  In  addition,  it  is  not  anticipated  that  any  traffic  lane  closure  would  be  needed  during 
construction.  If  it  is  determined  that  Muni  bus  stops  or  traffic  lane  closures  would  be  needed,  they  would 
be  coordinated  with  the  Muni  Street  Operations/Special  Events  office  and  other  City  departments  in 
order  to  minimize  the  impacts  on  local  fraffic.  In  general,  lane  and  sidewalk  closures  are  subject  to 
review  and  approval  by  the  Department  of  Public  Works  (DPW)  and  the  Interdepartmental  Staff 
Committee  on  Traffic  and  Transportation  (ISCOTT). 

During  the  construction  period,  there  would  be  a  flow  of  construction-related  trucks  into  and  out  of  the 
construction  site.  The  impact  of  construction  truck  traffic  would  be  a  temporary  lessening  of  the 
capacities  of  streets  due  to  the  slower  movement  and  larger  turning  radii  of  trucks,  which  may  affect  both 
traffic  and  Muni  operations.  The  number  of  construction-related  trucks  would  be  between  3  and  50 
trucks  per  day,  with  an  average  of  40  trucks  per  day.  It  is  anticipated  that  a  majority  of  the  construction- 
related  truck  fraffic  would  use  Third  Street  (from  San  Francisco),  1-80  (from  the  East  Bay)  and  1-280  or 
US  101  (from  the  South  Bay/Peninsula).  For  access  to  and  from  US  101  south,  trucks  would  be  routed 
to  the  site  via  the  Vermont  Street  off-ramp  to  Mariposa  Street,  and  would  return  via  17'*'  Sfreet  to  Potrero 
Avenue  and  the  Cesar  Chavez/Potrero  on-ramp.  For  access  to  and  from  1-80,  trucks  would  be  routed  to 
the  site  from  the  Eighth  Street  off-ramp  to  Eighth  Street  and  Henry  Adams/Kansas  Sfreet,  and  would 
retum  via  16"'  Street  to  Seventh  Street  to  Bryant  Street  and  the  Fifth  Street  on-ramp.  For  access  to  and 
from  1-280,  trucks  would  use  the  on-  and  off-ramps  at  Mariposa  Street. 

There  would  be  between  20  and  150  construction  workers  per  day  at  the  construction  site,  with  an 
average  of  100  construction  workers  per  day.  Trip  distribution  and  mode  split  data  is  not  available  for 
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the  construction  workers.  However,  the  addition  of  the  worker-related  vehicle  and  transit  trips  would 
not  substantially  affect  the  transportation  conditions,  as  both  the  local  traffic  and  transit  network 
generally  have  available  capacity.  In  addition,  since  the  anticipated  number  of  construction  workers 
would  be  substantially  fewer  than  the  number  of  residents  and  visitors  at  the  proposed  project,  impacts 
to  the  traffic  and  transit  network  would  be  less  than  for  the  proposed  project. 

Construction  workers  would  cause  a  temporary  parking  demand.  Although  the  proposed  project  would 
provide  construction  worker  parking  at  the  project  site  after  the  project  garage  has  been  constructed,  the 
Project  Sponsor  would  need  to  make  arrangements  to  accommodate  the  parking  demand  before  the 
project  garage  is  completed. 

2015  Cumulative  Conditions 
Intersection  Operations 

Future  2015  Cumulative  weekday  p.m.  peak  hour  traffic  volumes  were  developed  based  on  a  two-step 
approach.  First,  a  1 .0  percent  per  year  growth  rate  was  applied  to  the  Baseline  traffic  volumes,  which 
was  adjusted  to  account  for  the  traffic  patterns  of  the  proposed  project.  Second,  the  new  vehicle-trips 
associated  with  the  development  of  Mission  Bay  were  added.'  Primarily,  the  Mission  Bay  trips  were 
assigned  to  16""  Street,  Mariposa  Street  and  Potrero  Avenue  in  the  vicinity  of  the  project  site. 

The  Mission  Bay  Redevelopment  Plan  calls  for  several  changes  to  the  existing  transportation  network 
in  the  vicinity  of  the  proposed  project.  The  changes  to  the  roadway  network,  however,  do  not  affect  any 
of  the  study  intersections.  In  addition,  Mission  Bay  is  required  to  implement  several  improvements  at 
intersections  to  accommodate  the  vehicle  trips  generated  by  build-out  of  the  project,  including 
improvements  at  the  intersection  of  16*/Potrero  (the  westbound  and  eastbound  approaches  will  be 
restriped  to  provide  for  a  left-turn  lane,  a  through  lane,  and  a  shared  right-through  lane).  In  addition,  to 
account  for  the  substantial  increase  in  traffic  volumes  along  16"'  Street  associated  with  the  build-out  of 
Mission  Bay,  the  analysis  of  the  16'VKansas  and  16'Wermont  intersections  assumes  an  increase  in  the 
signal  cycle  length  from  60  seconds  to  75  seconds  and  the  analysis  of  the  16'^/Potrero  intersection 
assumes  the  retiming  of  the  traffic  signal  to  provide  additional  green  time  for  16""  Street. 


'  Mission  Bay  Final  Subsequent  Environmental  Impact  Report,  finalized  September  1998. 
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Table  10  presents  the  results  of  the  2015  Cumulative  intersection  LOS  analysis  for  the  weekday  p.m. 
peak  hour.  At  the  four  signalized  intersections,  two  locations  would  operate  acceptably  (16*/Kansas  and 
16'''/Vermont)  and  two  locations  would  operate  unacceptably  (16"'/Potrero  and  17*/Potrero).  At  the 
seven  unsignalized  intersections,  four  locations  would  be  considered  to  operate  acceptably 
(17'VVermont,  Mariposa/Rhode  Island,  Mariposa/Kansas  and  Mariposa/US  101  off-ramp)  and  four 
locations  would  be  considered  to  operate  unacceptably,  since  more  than  one  approach  would  operate  at 
LOS  E/F  (16*/Rhode  Island,  16*/De  Haro,  H'^/Rhode  Island  and  17*/Kansas). 

Percent  Contribution 

To  assess  the  effect  of  project-generated  traffic  on  the  2015  Cumulative  conditions,  the  proposed 
project's  contribution  to  the  2015  Cumulative  traffic  volumes  was  determined.  Two  separate  percent 
contributions  were  calculated:  the  project-generated  traffic  as  a  percent  of  the  increase  in  traffic  volumes 
between  Baseline  and  2015  Cumulative  conditions,  and  the  project-generated  traffic  as  a  percent  of  the 
total  2015  Cumulative  traffic  volumes  (see  Table  1 1  on  the  following  page). 


Table  10 

Intersection  Level  of  Service 

2015  Cumulative  Conditions  -  Weekday  PM  Peak  Hour 

Intersection 

Baseline 

Baseline  +  Project 

2015  Cumulative 

Delay 

LOS 

Delay 

LOS 

Delay 

LOS 

Signalized 

16'V  Kansas 

13.7 

B 

14.4 

B 

40.4 

D 

le'*'/ Vermont 

12.2 

B 

12.6 

B 

18.8 

B 

16'VPotrero' 

30 

C 

36.8 

D 

>80 

F 

17*/Potrero 

39.9 

D 

62.7 

E 

>80 

F 

Unsignalized^ 

16'VDe  Haro 

27.8 

E(eb) 

>50 

F(eb) 

>50 

F*  (eb/wb) 

16"^/ Rhode  Island 

27.5 

D(nb) 

>50 

F(nb) 

>50 

F*  (nb/sb) 

IT^/ Rhode  Island 

19.9 

C(wb) 

>50 

F(wb) 

>50 

F*  (wb/eb) 

17* /Kansas 

34.2 

D(wb) 

>50 

F(wb) 

>50 

F*  (wb/sb) 

17'^ /Vermont 

33.4 

D(wb) 

>50 

F  (wb) 

>50 

F(wb) 

Mariposa  /  Rhode  Island 

8.8 

A(wb) 

9.5 

A(sb) 

10 

B(sb) 

Mariposa  /  Kansas 

11 

B(sb) 

11.1 

B(sb) 

12.5 

B(sb) 

Mariposa  /  US  101  off-ramp 

28.9 

D(nb) 

29.6 

D(nb) 

45.5 

E(nb) 

Source:  Wilbur  Smith  Associates  -  February  2003 
Notes: 

Delay  presented  in  seconds  per  vehicle. 

'    Includes  improvements  associated  with  Mission  Bay. 

^    STOP-controUed  intersections.  Delay  and  LOS  presented  for  worst  approach.  *  indicates  that  a  second  approach  also 
operates  at  LOS  E  or  F. 
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Table  11 


Proposed  Project's  Percent  Contributions  to  Weekday  PM  Peak  Hour  Conditions 


Xlllcl  SCCllUll 

X  I  U JCLi 

%  nf 
/o  Ul 

/o  UI 

Vnliimp 

Traffic 

C~'iimiiljii'ivp 

filrnwth 

V J  1  \^  TT  111 

Total 

Volume 

1  fi"'  /  Kansas 

1 1  3 

2889 

7  2% 

/  .Z.  /U 

3  9% 

. y  /o 

1 6*  /  Vermont 

97 

2847 

6  4% 

.  1  /U 

3  4% 

1  fi***  /  Potrpro 

1267 

»J  X*  vf  / 

114 

X  XT 

5107 

»jX vr  / 

6  2% 

2  2% 

/O 

17"*  /  Potrero 

2803 

105 

3285 

21.8% 

3  2% 

16""  /  De  Haro 

1350 

73 

2899 

2.5% 

4.8% 

16'"  /  Rhode  Island 

1023 

153 

2672 

9.3% 

5.7% 

17'"  /  Rhode  Island 

957 

313 

1450 

63.6% 

21.6% 

IT"  /  Kansas 

1201 

142 

1461 

54.4% 

9.7% 

17'V  Vermont 

1273 

107 

1503 

46.6% 

7.1% 

Mariposa  /  Rhode  Island 

464 

92 

676 

43.6% 

13.6% 

Mariposa  /  Kansas 

575 

12 

712 

8.8% 

1.7% 

Mariposa  /  US  101  off-ramp 

538 

12 

665 

9.5% 

1.8% 

Source:  Wilbur  Smith  Associates  -  February  2003 

Note:  Intersections  that  operate  with  unacceptable  conditions  under  the  2015  Cumulative  conditions  are  in  bold. 


The  proposed  project  would  be  considered  to  have  a  significant  contribution  to  cumulative  conditions 
at  the  intersections  of  16'VRhode  Island,  16^^/06  Haro,  17'"/Rhode  Island,  1 7'"/Kansas  and  17'VPotrero, 
based  on  the  proposed  project's  contribution  to  the  20 1 5  Cumulative  conditions.  At  these  locations,  the 
proposed  project  would  add  a  substantial  number  of  vehicles  to  some  of  the  movements  which  determine 
the  overall  level  of  service  conditions  at  these  intersections.  Therefore,  vehicles  added  to  these 
movements  by  the  proposed  proj  ect  would  represent  a  considerable  contribution  to  the  20 1 5  Cumulative 
conditions. 

The  proposed  project  would  not  have  a  significant  contribution  to  the  20 1 5  Cumulative  conditions  at  the 
intersection  of  16'^/Potrero.  At  this  location,  the  proposed  project  would  add  vehicles  to  movements 
which  would  continue  to  operate  acceptably,  or  would  add  vehicles  to  movements  which  would  not 
perform  satisfactorily  under  the  2015  Cumulative  conditions.  However,  in  these  instances,  the  project- 
related  traffic  would  not  represent  a  considerable  contribution  to  the  2015  Cumulative  conditions. 

D.     GROWTH  INDUCEMENT 

The  proposed  rezoning  would  decrease  the  amount  of  development  permitted  on  the  site  fi^om  up  to 
400,000  square  feet  under  M- 1  zoning  to  up  to  288,000  square  feet  under  NC-3  zoning,  while  increasing 
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the  permitted  residential  density  on  the  site  from  up  to  132  units  to  up  to  199  units  with  PUD 
authorization. 

The  development  project  would  add  a  five-story  building  containing  approximately  204,800  square  feet 
of  mixed-use  residential  and  retail/commercial  space  to  a  currently  vacant  site  (the  previous  85,000- 
square-foot  auto  service  center  building  was  demolished  prior  to  the  prior  project  approval).  This  would 
intensify  the  use  of  the  site,  but  would  not  be  expected  to  substantially  alter  development  patterns  in  the 
Potrero  Hill  neighborhood  area  or  elsewhere  in  San  Francisco.  The  project  site  is  in  an  urbanized  area 
that  is  intensively  developed  and  that  already  supports  substantial  amounts  of  residential  development, 
light  industrial,  warehouse,  and  commercial  uses  in  surrounding  blocks. 

The  addition  of  up  to  168  units  of  housing,  about  4,000  square  feet  of  retail  space  and  approximately 
34,500  square  feet  of  grocery  market  use  would  increase  the  daily  population  on  the  project  site  by  about 
330  people.  The  projected  residential  units  would  more  than  offset  housing  demand  generated  from  the 
project's  employment. 

The  project  is  located  in  an  urban  area  and  would  not  necessitate  or  induce  the  extension  of  municipal 
infrastructure,  hi  view  of  the  above,  there  is  no  evidence  to  suggest  that  the  rezoning  and  the 
development  project  would  result  in  additional  development  in  the  project  site  vicinity  that  would  not 
otherwise  occur. 
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IV.  MITIGATION  MEASURES  PROPOSED  TO 
MINIMIZE  THE  POTENTIAL 
ADVERSE  IMPACTS  OF  THE  PROJECT 


Pursuant  to  CEQA,  for  each  significant  impact  identified  in  the  SEIR,  the  SEIR  must  discuss  feasible 
measures  to  avoid  or  substantially  reduce  the  project's  significant  effects.  All  of  the  mitigation  measures 
discussed  in  this  SEIR,  which  would  avoid  or  reduce  significant  environmental  effects  have  either  been 
adopted  by  the  project  sponsor  and,  therefore,  are  proposed  as  part  of  the  project  or  could  be 
implemented  by  the  Department  of  Parking  and  Traffic  (DPT).  Section  A,  below,  contains  those 
mitigation  measures  identified  in  this  SEIR  as  necessary  to  mitigate  significant  environmental  effects. 
Mitigation  measures  would  reduce  but  not  eliminate  the  impacts  of  the  proposed  project  on 
transportation.  Mitigation  measures  identified  in  this  SEIR  would  be  required  by  the  Planning 
Commission  as  conditions  of  project  approval  unless  they  are  demonstrated  to  be  infeasible  based  on 
substantial  evidence  in  the  record. 

Measures  discussed  below  include:  (1)  measures  that  would  avoid  potentially  significant  impacts;  and 
(2)  measures  proposed  to  improve  project  effects  that  would  not  be  considered  significant  impacts. 
Several  items  are  required  by  law  that  would  serve  to  mitigate  impacts.  These  include  a  limitation  on 
construction  noise  {San  Francisco  Noise  Ordinance,  Article  29  of  the  San  Francisco  Police  Code,  1972); 
and  a  prohibition  on  the  use  of  mirrored  glass  on  the  building  (City  Planning  Commission  Resolution 
No.  9212). 

The  mitigation  measures  identified  in  this  SEIR  follow. 

A.  MITIGATION  MEASURES 

Measures  That  Would  Be  Implemented  by  Public  Agencies 
(Department  of  Public  Works  and  Department  of  Parking  and 
Traffic) 

Transportation 
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The  signalized  intersection  of  17*/Potrero  would  operate  at  LOS  E  under  Baseline  plus 
Project  plus  350  Rhode  Island  office  building  conditions  and  LOS  F  under  2015 
Cumulative  conditions.  The  westbound  approach  to  the  intersection  is  striped  as  two 
lanes;  however,  parking  is  permitted  along  the  northern  curb  which  reduces  the  effective 
capacity  of  the  approach  to  one  lane.  To  improve  operations  at  this  intersection  and  to 
mitigate  the  impacts  of  the  Proposed  Project,  the  on-street  parking  along  the  northern 
curb  could  be  prohibited  during  the  weekday  P.M.  peak  period  (generally  4:00  to  6:00 
p.m.),  which  would  allow  westbound  l?""  Street  to  operate  with  two  travel  lanes.  With 
this  change,  the  intersection  operating  conditions  would  improve  to  LOS  C  under  the 
Baseline  plus  Project  and  2015  Cumulative  scenarios. 

The  unsignalized  intersection  of  17*  and  Rhode  Island  would  operate  at  unacceptable 
conditions  under  2015  Cumulative  conditions.  To  improve  operations,  an  eastbound 
right-turn  pocket  could  be  established  (which  would  accommodate  vehicles  destined  to 
the  project  site  from  eastbound  17*  Street).  With  this  change,  one  approach  would 
continue  to  operate  at  LOS  F,  but  the  other  three  approaches  would  operate  at  LOS  C 
(since  only  one  approach  would  operate  at  LOS  E/F,  the  intersection  would  be 
considered  to  operate  acceptably). 

The  unsignalized  intersection  of  17*  and  Kansas  would  operate  at  unacceptable 
conditions  under  2015  Cumulative  conditions.  To  improve  operations,  a  southbound 
left-turn  pocket  could  be  established.  With  this  change,  one  approach  would  continue 
to  operate  at  LOS  F,  but  the  other  three  approaches  would  operate  at  LOS  D  or  better 
(since  only  one  approach  would  operate  at  LOS  E/F,  the  intersection  would  be 
considered  to  operate  acceptably). 


Measures  that  Would  be  Implemented  by  the  Project  Sponsor 

Transportation 

•  Although  the  proposed  mitigation  measures  for  the  intersections  of  17*/Rhode  Island  and 
17*/Kansas  would  improve  intersection  operations  to  acceptable  conditions,  individual 
approaches  at  both  intersections  would  continue  to  operate  poorly.  As  such,  these 
approaches  may  have  congestion  and  relatively  long  delays  per  vehicle.  Although  it 
would  be  possible  to  signalize  the  two  intersections  (both  intersections  would  meet 
signal  warrants)  to  ftirther  improve  operations,  the  Department  of  Parking  and  Traffic 
has  indicated  a  preference  to  not  signalize  the  intersections.  Since  the  other  intersections 
on  1 7*  Street  east  of  Potrero  Avenue  are  all  unsignalized,  the  installation  of  two 
adjacent  traffic  signals  would  have  a  limited  benefit  and  would  not  substantially  improve 
operations  along  the  entire  street. 
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In  addition,  the  Department  of  Parking  and  Traffic  has  indicated  a  preference  to  signaUze 
the  nearby  intersection  of  16'^/De  Haro.  After  the  mitigation  measures  required  by  the 
Mission  Bay  development  are  implemented,  the  intersection  of  16'VDe  Haro  would  be 
the  only  intersection  along  16"'  Street  between  Potrero  Avenue  and  Third  Street  at  which 
16""  Street  traffic  would  be  STOP  controlled.  As  such,  the  elimination  of  the  STOP  signs 
at  this  location  would  improve  eastbound  and  westbound  traffic  flow  along  1 6"^  Street. 

It  is  anticipated  that  the  elimination  of  all  STOP  signs  along  16"'  Street,  with  the 
resulting  improvements  to  operations  along  the  street,  would  divert  some  traffic  from 
17"'  Street  (which  would  have  somewhat  slower  operations  due  to  STOP-controlled 
intersections).  As  a  result,  a  new  traffic  signal  at  16"'/De  Haro  would  result  in 
improvements  to  the  operating  conditions  at  intersections  along  1 7'*'  Street,  including 
the  intersections  of  17*/Rhode  Island  and  H'^/Kansas. 

At  16"'/De  Haro,  in  conjunction  with  the  new  traffic  signals,  the  northbound  and 
southbound  approaches  would  need  to  be  restriped  to  provide  exclusive  left-turn 
pockets.'  With  these  measures,  the  intersection  would  operate  at  LOS  B  under  Baseline 
plus  Project  conditions  and  LOS  C  under  2015  Cumulative  conditions. 

The  project  sponsor  would  be  responsible  for  funding  the  study,  design,  construction  and 
installation  of  all  improvements  to  the  intersection  of  16th/De  Haro,  including  the 
signalization  and  restriping.  The  design  and  construction  of  these  improvements  would 
be  conducted  by  the  Department  of  Parking  and  Traffic  or  through  an  independent 
consulting  firm.  The  project  sponsor  would  coordinate  the  intersection  design  and 
construction  effort  with  the  Planning  Department,  the  Department  of  Parking  and 
Traffic,  Muni,  Department  of  Public  Works,  Interdepartmental  Staff  Committee  on 
Traffic  and  Transportation  (ISCOTT)  and  other  appropriate  City  agencies. 

•  The  unsignalized  intersection  of  16'VRhode  Island  would  operate  at  unacceptable 
conditions  under  2015  Cumulative  conditions.  Although  this  intersection  could  be 
signalized  (and  would  meet  signal  warrants),  with  traffic  signals  at  16"'/De  Haro  and 
16'VKansas,  there  would  be  sufficient  gaps  in  the  traffic  flow  along  16"'  Street  to 
accommodate  northbound  and  southbound  traffic.  As  such,  the  proposed  signalization 
of  the  intersection  of  16"'/De  Haro  may  be  sufficient  to  improve  operations  at  the 
intersection  of  16"'/Rhode  Island. 

Construction  Air  Quality 

•  The  project  sponsor  shall  require  the  construction  contractor(s)  to  spray  the  project  site 
with  water  during  excavation,  grading,  and  site  preparation  activities;  spray  unpaved 
construction  areas  with  water  at  least  twice  per  day;  cover  stockpiles  of  soil,  sand,  and 
other  such  material;  cover  trucks  hauling  debris,  soils,  sand  or  other  such  material;  and 
sweep  surrounding  streets  during  these  periods  at  least  once  per  day  to  reduce  particulate 
emissions.  Ordinance  175-91,  passed  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  on  May  6,  1991, 


In  order  to  accommodate  the  new  left-turn  pockets,  perpendicular  parking  may  need  to  be  converted  to  parallel 
parking  on  one  or  both  sides  of  the  intersection. 
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requires  that  non-potable  water  be  used  for  dust  control  activities.  Therefore,  the  project 
sponsor  shall  require  the  construction  contractor(s)  to  obtain  reclaimed  water  from  the 
Clean  Water  Program  for  this  purpose. 

•  The  project  sponsor  shall  require  the  project  contractor(s)  to  maintain  and  operate 
construction  equipment  so  as  to  minimize  exhaust  emissions  of  particulates  and  other 
pollutants,  by  such  means  as  prohibiting  idling  motors  when  equipment  is  not  in  use  or 
when  trucks  are  waiting  in  queues,  and  implementing  specific  maintenance  programs  to 
reduce  emissions  for  equipment  that  would  be  in  frequent  use  for  much  of  the 
construction  period. 

Hazards 

•  The  project  sponsor  shall  require  the  construction  contractor(s)  for  the  proposed  project 
to  water  the  site  during  excavation  activities  at  least  twice  daily,  or  more  frequently  if 
necessary  to  prohibit  visible  dust  emissions  (which  might  indicate  emission  of 
non-visible  dust),  and  take  other  steps  to  minimize  dust  generation  during  excavation, 
storage,  and  transport.  If  there  are  excavated  materials  containing  over  1  percent  friable 
asbestos,  they  would  be  treated  as  hazardous  waste,  and  would  be  transported  and 
disposed  of  in  accordance  with  applicable  State  and  federal  regulations.  These 
procedures  are  intended  to  mitigate  any  potential  health  risks  related  to  chrysotile 
asbestos,  which  may  or  may  not  be  located  on  the  site. 

Cultural  Resources 

•  The  following  mitigation  measure  is  required  to  avoid  any  potential  adverse  effect  from 
the  proposed  project  on  accidentally  discovered  buried  or  submerged  historical  resources 
as  defined  in  CEQA  Guidelines  Section  15064.5(a)(c).  The  project  sponsor  shall 
distribute  the  Planning  Department  archeological  resource  "ALERT"  sheet  to  the  project 
prime  contractor;  to  any  project  subcontractor  (including  demolition,  excavation, 
grading,  foundafion,  pile  driving,  etc.  firms);  or  utilities  firm  involved  in  soils  disturbing 
activities  within  the  project  site.  Prior  to  any  soils  disturbing  activities  being  undertaken 
each  contractor  is  responsible  for  ensuring  that  the  "ALERT"  sheet  is  circulated  to  all 
field  personnel  including,  machine  operators,  field  crew,  pile  drivers,  supervisory 
personnel,  etc.  The  project  sponsor  shall  provide  the  Environmental  Review  Officer 
(ERO)  with  a  signed  affidavit  from  the  responsible  parties  (prime  contractor, 
subcontractor(s),  and  utilities  firm)  to  the  ERO  confirming  that  all  field  personnel  have 
received  copies  of  the  Alert  Sheet. 

Should  any  indication  of  an  archeological  resource  be  encountered  during  any  soils 
disturbing  activity  of  the  project,  the  project  Head  Foreman  and/or  project  sponsor  shall 
immediately  notify  the  ERO  and  shall  immediately  suspend  any  soils  disturbing 
activities  in  the  vicinity  of  the  discovery  until  the  ERO  has  determined  what  additional 
measures  should  be  undertaken. 
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If  the  ERO  determines  that  an  archeological  resource  may  be  present  within  the  project 
site,  the  project  sponsor  shall  retain  the  services  of  a  qualified  archeological  consultant. 
The  archeological  consultant  shall  advise  the  ERO  as  to  whether  the  discovery  is  an 
archeological  resource,  retains  sufficient  integrity,  and  is  of  potential 
scientific/historical/cultural  significance.  If  an  archeological  resource  is  present,  the 
archeological  consultant  shall  identify  and  evaluate  the  archeological  resource.  The 
archeological  consultant  shall  make  a  recommendation  as  to  what  action,  if  any,  is 
warranted.  Based  on  this  information,  the  ERO  may  require,  if  warranted,  specific 
additional  measures  to  be  implemented  by  the  project  sponsor. 

Measures  might  include:  preservation  in  situ  of  the  archeological  resource;  an 
archaeological  monitoring  program;  or  an  archeological  testing  program.  If  an 
archeological  monitoring  program  or  archeological  testing  program  is  required,  it  shall 
be  consistent  with  the  Major  Environmental  Analysis  (MEA)  division  guidelines  for 
such  programs.  The  ERO  may  also  require  that  the  project  sponsor  immediately 
implement  a  site  security  program  if  the  archeological  resource  is  at  risk  from  vandalism, 
looting,  or  other  damaging  actions. 

The  project  archeological  consultant  shall  submit  a  Final  Archeological  Resources 
Report  (FARR)  to  the  ERO  that  evaluates  the  historical  significance  of  any  discovered 
archeological  resource  and  describes  the  archeological  and  historical  research  methods 
employed  in  the  archeological  monitoring/data  recovery  program(s)  undertaken. 
Information  that  may  put  at  risk  any  archeological  resource  shall  be  provided  in  a 
separate  removable  insert  within  the  final  report. 

Copies  of  the  Draft  FARR  shall  be  sent  to  the  ERO  for  review  and  approval.  Once 
approved  by  the  ERO,  copies  of  the  FARR  shall  be  distributed  as  follows:  California 
Archaeological  Site  Survey  Northwest  Information  Center  (NWIC)  shall  receive  one  (1) 
copy  and  the  ERO  shall  receive  a  copy  of  the  transmittal  of  the  FARR  to  the  NWIC.  The 
MEA  division  of  the  Planning  Department  shall  receive  three  copies  of  the  FARR  along 
with  copies  of  any  formal  site  recordation  forms  (CA  DPR  523  series)  and/or 
documentation  for  nomination  to  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places/California 
Register  of  Historical  Resources.  In  instances  of  high  public  interest  or  interpretive 
value,  the  ERO  may  require  a  different  final  report  content,  format,  and  distribution  than 
that  presented  above. 

B.     IMPROVEMENT  MEASURES 

Improvement  measures  diminish  effects  of  the  project  that  were  found  through  the  environmental 
analysis  to  be  less-than-significant  impacts. 

Transportation 

To  reduce  the  parking  shortfall  associated  with  the  proposed  project,  the  project  sponsor  could 
implement  one  or  more  of  the  following  improvement  measures: 

•     Provide  valet  or  attendant  parking  within  the  parking  garage. 
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Encourage  grocery  store  or  retail  employers  to  provide  reduced-rate  or  free  transit 
passes  to  employees. 

Provide  on-site  parking  spaces  for  City  CarShare  vehicles. 

Provide  additional  bicycle  amenities  for  grocery  store  employees  which  may 
encourage  more  employees  to  bicycle  to  work. 

Provide  a  loading  dock  supervisor  on  staff  to  schedule  deliveries  and  to  direct  traffic  on 
the  street  during  the  peak  loading  times. 


Hazards 

•  If  additional  soil  contamination  were  discovered,  removal/remediation  of 
contaminated  soils  would  be  conducted  in  accordance  with  local,  state  and  federal 
regulations. 

•  The  City  through  the  Department  of  Public  Health  will  notify  the  California 
Department  of  Toxic  Substances  Control  (DTSC)  of  meetings  where  issues  relevant 
to  their  statutory  authority  are  discussed. 
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V.  SIGNIFICANT  ENVIRONMENTAL  EFFECTS 
WinCH  CANNOT  BE  AVOIDED 
IF  THE  PROJECT  IS  IMPLEMENTED 


In  accordance  with  Section  21 100(b)(2)(A)  of  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act  (CEQA),  and 
with  Section  15126.2  of  the  State  CEQA  Guidelines,  the  purpose  of  this  chapter  is  to  identify 
environmental  impacts  that  could  not  be  eliminated  or  reduced  to  an  insignificant  level  by  mitigation 
measures  included  as  part  of  the  proposed  project,  or  by  other  mitigation  measures  that  could  be 
implemented,  as  described  in  Chapter  IV,  Mitigation  Measures,  pages  81  through  85.  This  chapter  is 
subject  to  final  determination  by  the  City  Planning  Commission  as  part  of  its  certification  of  the  EIR. 
The  Final  EIR  will  be  revised,  if  necessary,  to  reflect  the  findings  of  the  Commission. 

The  proposed  project,  with  mitigation,  would  have  the  following  unavoidable  significant  impacts  in  the 
area  of  transportation: 

Project  Impacts 

•  The  project  sponsor  has  agreed  to  request  implementation  of  traffic  mitigation  for  the 
intersection  of  1 7*  Street  and  Potrero  Avenue  from  the  San  Francisco  Department  of  Parking  and 
Traffic.  If  this  mitigation  has  not  been  adopted  at  the  time  of  project  approval,  the  Planning 
Commission  would  be  required  to  make  a  finding  that  the  project  would  contribute  to  a 
significant  environmental  impact. 

Cumulative  Impacts 

•  The  project  would  have  a  significant  contribution  to  the  cumulative  conditions  at  the 
intersecdons  of  16"'/Rhode  Island,  16^De  Haro,  17'VRhode  Island,  H'^/Kansas  Streets,  and 
17*/Potrero  Avenue.  The  project  sponsor  has  agreed  to  request  implementation  of  traffic 
mitigation  measures  fi^om  the  San  Francisco  Department  of  Parking  and  Traffic.  If  these 
mitigations  have  not  been  adopted  at  the  time  of  project  approval,  the  Planning  Commission 
would  be  required  to  make  a  finding  that  the  project  would  contribute  to  a  significant 
environmental  impact  at  each  intersection. 

With  implementation  of  the  mitigation  measures  outlined  in  Chapter  IV,  Mitigafion  Measures,  of  this 
report,  all  other  potential  significant  impacts  would  be  reduced  to  a  less-than-significant  level.  The 
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project  sponsor  has  agreed  to  implement  all  measures  in  Chapter  IV  (except  for  those  requiring  public 
agency  responsibility)  in  an  agreement  dated  April  18,  2003.' 


'  This  mitigation  agreement  is  available  for  public  review  by  appointment  at  the  San  Francisco 
Planning  Department,  1600  Mission  Street,  fifth  floor,  in  Case  File  No.  2003.0038E. 
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This  chapter  identifies  alternatives  to  the  proposed  project  and  discusses  environmental  impacts 
associated  with  each  ahemative.  Project  decision-makers  could  adopt  any  of  the  following  alternatives 
instead  of  the  proposed  project,  if  an  alternative  would  reduce  or  eliminate  significant  environmental 
impacts  of  the  proposed  project  and  is  determined  to  be  feasible  and  would  attain  most  of  the  basic 
objectives  of  the  project.  This  determination  of  feasibility  will  be  made  by  project  decision-makers  on 
the  basis  of  substantial  evidence  in  the  record  which  shall  include,  but  not  be  limited  to,  information 
presented  in  this  EIR  and  in  comments  received  on  the  Draft  EIR. 

Alternatives  were  selected  that  would  substantially  lessen  identified  impacts  of  the  proposed  project. 
The  following  alternatives  are  evaluated:  a  No-Project  Alternative,  a  Code  Compliant/No  Rezoning 
Alternative,  and  a  Reduced  Development  Alternative.  Other  alternatives,  with  a  variety  of  building 
configurations,  could  also  be  considered  by  decision-makers  as  such  other  alternatives  would  be 
"bracketed"  by  the  range  of  alternatives  described  herein.  Other  uses,  including  a  mix  of  all 
retail/commercial  with  no  residential  units,  for  the  project  site  are  not  considered  as  the  project  sponsor's 
objective  is  to  build  and  operate  a  mixed  use  residential,  retail,  grocery  and  parking  development  and 
other  uses  would  not  meet  the  basic  objectives  of  the  project. 

Whether  property  is  owned  or  can  reasonably  be  acquired  by  the  project  sponsor  has  a  strong  bearing 
on  the  feasibility  of  developing  a  project  alternative  at  a  different  site.  No  viable  alternative  sites  have 
been  identified  within  San  Francisco  where  the  proposed  project  could  be  constructed  and  meet  the 
project  sponsor's  objectives. 

ALTERNATIVE  A:  NO  PROJECT 
Description 

This  alternative  would  entail  no  change  to  the  existing  site,  which  is  vacant.  The  former  85,000-square- 
foot  auto  repair  facility  has  been  demolished.  The  proposed  project  would  not  be  built.  This  alternative, 
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however,  would  not  preclude  future  proposals  for  redevelopment  of  the  project  site.  The  proposed 
rezoning  and  special  use  district  would  also  not  occur. 

Impacts 

If  the  No  Project  Alternative  were  implemented,  none  of  the  impacts  associated  with  the  proposed 
project  would  occur,  including  the  potentially  significant  cumulative  transportation  impacts.  The  project 
site  would  be  vacant  and  the  increased  traffic  and  parking  demand  that  would  be  generated  by  the 
proposed  project  would  not  occur.  The  net  result  would  be  better  traffic  conditions  under  this  alternative 
than  under  the  proposed  project. 

The  visual  effects  of  this  alternative  would  also  be  mixed  in  comparison  with  the  proposed  project. 
While  the  views  of  the  City  and  Bay  currently  available  from  the  public  right-of-way  at  the  southwest 
comer  of  the  site  would  remain  unobstructed,  none  of  the  visual  enhancements  associated  with  the 
project  would  occur.  These  enhancements  include  provision  of  street  trees  along  the  perimeter  of  the 
site,  construction  of  a  pocket  park  at  the  southwest  comer  of  the  site,  and  an  open  mews  (courtyard)  in 
the  center  of  the  site. 

The  No  Project  Alternative  would  not  meet  any  of  the  project  sponsor's  objectives  (as  stated  on  page 
19),  including  construction  of  a  mixed-use  residential/commercial  building  in  the  Potrero  Hill  area  of 
San  Francisco  to  provide  residential  units,  retail  space  (including  a  grocery  store),  and  associated  parking 
to  meet  the  local  and  regional  demand  for  housing  and  retail  shopping  needs  in  the  Potrero  Hill 
neighborhood 

If  this  alternative  were  selected  by  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Commission  and  a  different  proposal  is 
submitted  at  a  later  date  for  development  of  all  or  part  of  the  project  site,  that  proposal  would  be  subject 
to  a  separate  project-specific  environmental  review  under  the  requirements  of  CEQA. 
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ALTERNATIVE  B:  CODE  COMPLIANT/NO  REZONING 
ALTERNATIVE 

Description 

This  alternative  would  entail  only  permitted  uses  on  the  project  site  without  any  change  to  the  zoning 
or  exceptions  to  the  Planning  Code.  The  alternative  would  allow  a  40-foot-high  structure  containing 
a  maximum  of 240,000  square  feet  with  a  maximum  Floor  Area  Ratio  of  3 : 1 .  About  1 60  parking  spaces 
and  five  loading  spaces  would  be  provided.  This  alternative  would  be  a  manufacturing  or  light  industrial 
use  that  would  have  fewer  impacts,  compared  to  the  proposed  project,  related  to  public  utilities  demand, 
water  and  energy  consumption. 

Impacts 

Manufacturing/light  industrial  use  would  generate  about  423  employees  compared  to  the  proposed 
project  population  of  330.  The  absence  of  retail/grocery  store  uses  would  result  in  fewer  vehicle  trips, 
both  daily  and  p.m.  peak-hour  trips,  reduced  transit  demand,  and  reduced  parking  demand.  The  Code 
Compliant/No  Rezoning  Alternative  would  generate  approximately  1,896  daily  person  trips  and  1 13 
peak  hour  vehicle  trips,  compared  to  approximately  12,295  new  daily  person  trips  and  405  new  peak 
hour  vehicle  trips  generated  by  the  proposed  project.  This  reduction  in  vehicle  trips  would  result  in  a 
substantial  reduction  in  vehicle  delays  at  the  local  intersections  as  compared  to  the  project.  There  would 
be  a  increase  in  loading  dock  activity  compared  to  the  proposed  project.  This  alternative  combined  with 
the  350  Rhode  Island  Street  project  (the  Baseline  conditions)  would  cause  the  signalized  intersection 
of  17*  Street/Potrero  Avenue  to  deteriorate  to  LOS  D,  compared  to  the  proposed  project  LOS  of  E. 
Under  the  2015  Cumulative  scenario,  this  alternative  would  avoid  a  significant  impact  at  IT'^'/Rhode 
Island.  However,  unacceptable  cumulative  operating  conditions  would  still  occur  at  16'*'/Potrero, 
IV^/Potrero  (LOS  E  instead  of  LOS  F),  16'VRhode  Island  and  IT'^/Kansas,  although  the  project's 
contribution  to  these  unacceptable  operating  conditions  would  be  less. 

Generafion  of  transit  trips  by  this  alternative  would  be  4 1  p.m.  peak-hour  trips,  as  compared  to  1 34  trips 
for  the  proposed  project.  Parking  demand  would  be  similarly  reduced,  and  any  shortfall  of  provided 
parking  relative  to  demand  under  this  alternative  would  be  reduced  in  comparison  to  the  proposed 
project. 
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VI.  Alternatives  to  the  Proposed  Project 


This  alternative  would  generate  a  lower  rate  of  vehicle  emissions  of  reactive  organic  gases,  nitrogen 
oxides,  particulates  and  carbon  monoxide  in  the  region.  The  levels  would  be  insignificant  relative  to 
total  regional  emissions  of  these  pollutants,  and  would  be  well  below  the  Bay  Area  Air  Quality 
Management  District's  thresholds  of  significance.  Project  effects  related  to  geology,  hydrology,  and 
potential  subsurface  cultural  resources  would  be  comparable  to  those  of  the  project. 

The  visual  impacts  of  the  Code  Compliant/No  Rezoning  Alternative  would  be  more  pronounced  than 
the  proposed  project  as  the  building  would  be  higher  on  Mariposa  Street  (40  feet  compared  to  1654  for 
the  proposed  project),  potentially  blocking  more  view  of  the  nearby  residents.  Along  17*  Street, 
however,  the  building  would  be  about  40  feet  tall,  approximately  llVi  feet  lower  than  the  proposed 
project.  Construction  impacts  of  this  alternative  would  be  similar  to  those  of  the  proposed  project. 

This  alternative  would  be  unacceptable  to  the  project  sponsor  as  it  would  not  meet  any  of  the  project 
objectives  as  stated  on  page  19. 

ALTERNATIVE  C:  REDUCED  DEVELOPMENT 
Description 

Under  this  alternative,  a  building  similar  to  the  proposed  project  would  be  constructed  that  would 
contain  only  residential  units  and  parking.  There  would  be  no  retail  or  grocery  store  uses.  The  building 
would  contain  about  199  residential  units  and  approximately  199  parking  spaces.  Similar  to  the 
proposed  project,  this  alternative  building  would  be  stepped  down  the  hillside  on  the  site  in  order  to 
preserve,  to  the  maximum  extent  possible,  the  views  available  along  Mariposa  Street,  particularly  at  the 
southwest  end  of  the  site.  Like  the  proposed  project,  the  massing  of  the  building  would  be  shifted 
downslope.  At  the  top  of  the  site,  along  Mariposa  Street,  the  maximum  height  would  be  16'/2  feet  and 
the  building  would  be  set  back  from  the  lot  line  to  minimize  intrusion  into  the  existing  viewshed.  This 
setback  would  be  greatest  at  the  southwest  comer  of  the  site  where,  similar  to  the  proposed  project,  a 
pocket  park  would  be  constructed  that  would  both  provide  a  desirable  amenity  to  residents  and  the 
community,  and  ftirther  serve  to  preserve  the  panoramic  view  of  the  City  and  San  Francisco  Bay 
currently  visible  from  this  location. 
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VI.  Alternatives  TO  THE  Proposed  Project 

Impacts 

Most  of  the  potential  impacts  identified  for  the  proposed  project  would  occur  with  the  Reduced 
Development  Alternative,  but  at  a  reduced  level.  This  alternative  would  involve  construction  of  a  five- 
story,  approximately  1 97,000-square-foot  building.  There  would  be  about  3 1  more  residential  units,  but 
no  retail  or  grocery  store  employees  or  customers.  Thus,  the  change  in  land  use  would  be  approximately 
the  same,  and  the  resultant  population  density  of  this  alternative  would  be  the  equivalent  of  the  proposed 
project:  about  330  people  including  residents,  building  security,  maintenance,  and  parking  staff 

The  absence  of  retail/grocery  store  uses  would  translate  to  fewer  vehicle  trips,  both  daily  and  p.m. 
peak-hour  trips,  reduced  transit  demand,  and  reduced  parking  demand.  The  Reduced  Development 
Alternative  would  generate  approximately  1,715  daily  person  trips  and  191  peak  hour  vehicle  trips, 
compared  to  approximately  12,295  new  daily  person  trips  and  405  new  peak  hour  vehicle  trips  generated 
by  the  proposed  project.  This  reduction  in  vehicle-trips  could  result  in  a  reduction  in  vehicle  delays  at 
the  local  intersections  as  compared  to  the  project.  Table  12  on  the  following  page  is  a  comparison  of 
the  intersection  operations  of  Alternative  C  and  the  proposed  project.  Alternative  C  combined  with 
the  350  Rhode  Island  Street  project  (the  baseline  conditions),  would  cause  the  signalized  intersection 
of  n""  Street/Potrero  Avenue  to  deteriorate  to  LOS  D,  compared  to  the  proposed  project  LOS  of  E,  thus 
avoiding  any  significant  impacts.  Under  the  2015  Cumulative  scenario,  this  alternative  would  avoid  a 
significant  impact  at  1 7'VRhode  Island.  However,  unacceptable  cumulative  operating  conditions  would 
still  occur  at  16^Potrero,  16'VDe  Haro,  17'VPotrero  (LOS  E  instead  of  LOS  F),  16'V  Rhode  Island  and 
17*/Kansas.  Table  13  on  page  95  shows  the  percentage  contribution  to  cumulative  impacts  of 
Altemative  C  and  the  proposed  project.  At  the  17"^  and  Potrero  intersection,  for  example,  Alternative 
C  would  have  6.8  percent  contribution  of  the  growth  from  the  baseline  conditions  (0.8  percent  of  the 
total  growth),  compared  to  21.8  percent  for  the  proposed  project  (and  3.2  percent  of  the  total  growth). 

As  a  result,  the  mitigation  measures  developed  for  the  proposed  project  would  still  be  needed  for  this 
altemative  to  mitigate  cumulative  conditions,  with  the  possible  exception  of  the  proposed  restriping  at 
the  intersection  of  17'VRhode  Island. 

Generation  of  transit  trips  by  this  altemative  would  be  58  p.m.  peak-hour  trips,  as  compared  to  1 34  trips 
for  the  proposed  project.  Parking  demand  would  be  similarly  reduced,  and  any  shortfall  of  provided 
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VI.  Alternatives  to  the  Proposed  Project 


Table  12 

Summary  of  Intersection 

Operations  -  Weekday  PM  Peak  Hour 

Intersection 

BASELINE 

Baseline  +  Project 

2015  Cumulative 

Delay 

LOS 

Delay 

LOS 

Delay 

LOS 

PROPOSED  PROJECT 

i^KfL  MRU  H^lK/\M 

1 6*  /  Kansas 

13.7 

B 

14.4 

B 

40.4 

D 

1  6'^  /  Vermont 

12.2 

B 

12.6 

B 

18.8 

B 

16*  /  Potrero' 

30.0 

C 

36.8 

D 

>80 

F 

17*  /  Potrero 

39.9 

D 

62.7 

E 

>80 

F 

T  In  ^icFti  iiliypH^ 
1 6*  /  Dp  Harn 

1 U     /  UC  rial  (J 

37.8 

E(eb) 

>50 

F(eb) 

>50 

F*  (eb/wb) 

10  /  KJioae  isianu 

27.5 

D  (nb) 

>50 

F(nb) 

>50 

F*  (nb/sb) 

17* /Rhode  Island 

19.9 

C(wb) 

>50 

F(wb) 

>50 

F*  (wb/eb) 

1  /   /  ivansaS 

34.2 

D  (wb) 

>50 

F  (wb) 

>50 

F*  (wb/sb) 

1        /  Vp>rmnnt 

1  /    /V  ermoni 

33.4 

D(wb) 

>50 

F(wb) 

>50 

F(wb) 

ividiiposd  /  iNjiocie  isianu 

0  0 

8.8 

A  (wb) 

9.5 

A  (sb) 

10.0 

B  (sb) 

JLVldl  ipUod.  /  iValioclo 

1  1  A 

11.0 

B  (sb) 

11.1 

B  (sb) 

12.5 

B  (sb) 

Mariposa  /  US  101  off-ramp 

0  0  A 

28.9 

D  (nb) 

OA 

29.6 

D  (nb) 

45.5 

E  (nb) 

AJL 1  III  KIN  A 1 1 V  Hi  L^, 

RFDIICFD  DFVFT.OPMFNT 

1  fi*  /  Kansas 

1  0  ^7 

13.7 

B 

1/11 

14.1 

B 

36.1 

D 

1  6*  /  Vermont 

1  9  7 
iZ.Z 

D 
D 

1  7  A 

D 

1 0.0 

D 

16*  /  Potrero' 

30.0 

C 

32.4 

D 

>80 

F 

17*  /  Potrero 

39.9 

D 

44.3 

D 

60.5 

E 

Unsignalized^ 

16*/De  Haro 

37.8 

E(eb) 

47.8 

E(eb) 

>50 

F*  (eb/wb) 

16* /Rhode  Island 

27.5 

D(nb) 

37.3 

E(nb) 

>50 

F*  (nb/sb) 

17* /Rhode  Island 

19.9 

C(wb) 

29.2 

D(wb) 

>50 

F(wb) 

17* /Kansas 

34.2 

D(wb) 

44.7 

E(wb) 

>50 

F*  (wb/sb) 

17*/ Vermont 

33.4 

D(wb) 

38.1 

E(wb) 

>50 

F(wb) 

Mariposa  /  Rhode  Island 

8.8 

A(wb) 

9.0 

A(wb) 

9.7 

A(sb) 

Mariposa  /  Kansas 

11.0 

B(sb) 

11.0 

B(sb) 

12A 

B(sb) 

Mariposa /US  101  off-ramp 

28.9 

D(nb) 

29.2 

D(nb) 

44.3 

E(nb) 

Source:  Wilbur  Smith  Associates  -  February  2003 
Notes: 

Delay  presented  in  seconds  per  vehicle. 

'  Includes  improvements  associated  with  Mission  Bay. 

^  STOP-controlled  intersections.  Delay  and  LOS  presented  for  worst  approach.  *  indicates  that  a  second  approach 
also  operates  at  LOS  E  or  F. 
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VI.  Alternatives  to  the  Proposed  Project 
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VI.  Alternatives  to  the  Proposed  Project 


parking  relative  to  demand  under  this  alternative  would  be  reduced  in  comparison  to  the  proposed 
project. 

This  alternative  would  generate  a  lower  rate  of  vehicle  emissions  of  reactive  organic  gases,  nitrogen 
oxides,  particulates  and  carbon  monoxide  in  the  region.  The  levels  would  be  insignificant  relative  to 
total  regional  emissions  of  these  pollutants,  and  would  be  well  below  the  Bay  Area  Air  Quality 
Management  District's  thresholds  of  significance.  The  public  services  demand  and  energy  consumption 
under  this  alternative  would  be  about  the  same  as  the  proposed  project  as  the  population  generating  the 
demand  would  be  about  the  same.  However,  effects  from  this  alternative  related  to  geology,  hydrology, 
and  potential  subsurface  cultural  resources  would  be  comparable  to  those  of  the  proposed  project. 

The  visual  impacts  of  the  Reduced  Development  Alternative  would  be  about  the  same  as  the  proposed 
project.  Both  public  and  private  views  that  would  be  blocked  or  partially  blocked  under  the  project 
would  be  about  the  same  under  this  alternative.  To  pedestrians  passing  the  site  frontage  on  Mariposa 
Sfreet,  the  obstruction  of  views  to  the  north  would  be  essentially  the  same  as  under  the  proposed  project. 
Construction  impacts  of  this  alternative  would  be  similar  to  those  of  the  proposed  project. 

This  alternative  would  not  meet  the  project  sponsor's  objectives  as  it  would  not  be  a  mixed-use 
residential  development  with  retail  and  grocery  store  uses. 
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VII.  Comments  AND  Responses 


A.  INTRODUCTION 

This  chapter  contains  summaries  of  the  public  comments  received  on  the  Draft  Supplemental 
Environmental  Impact  Report  (EIR)  prepared  for  the  proposed  450  Rhode  Island  Project,  and  responses 
to  those  conmients.  Also  included  are  staff-initiated  text  changes  and  errata. 


All  substantive  comments  made  at  the  EIR  public  hearing  before  the  Planning  Commission  on  May  22, 
2003,  and  received  during  the  EIR  public  review  period  from  April  19  to  June  3,  2003,  are  presented 
herein  by  direct  quotation,  edited  to  delete  repetition  and  nonsubstantive  material  only.  Minor  edits  may 
have  been  made  to  the  public  hearing  transcript  for  clarification.  Editorial  changes  to  the  comments  are 
indicated  by  square  brackets.  Some  comments  do  not  pertain  to  physical  environmental  issues,  but,  in 
some  instances,  responses  are  included  for  informational  purposes. 

Comments  and  responses  are  grouped  by  subject  matter  and  are  arranged  by  topic  corresponding  to  the 
Table  of  Contents  in  the  Draft  Supplemental  EIR.  Each  group  of  comments  is  followed  by  its  set  of 
responses;  the  order  of  the  responses  under  each  topic  follows  the  order  of  the  comments.  As  the  subject 
matter  of  one  topic  may  overlap  that  of  other  topics,  the  reader  must  occasionally  refer  to  more  than  one 
group  of  comments  and  responses  to  review  all  information  on  a  given  subject.  Where  this  occurs,  cross 
references  are  provided.  The  order  of  the  comments  from  a  particular  letter  may  vary  from  that  of  the 
original.  All  comment  letters  and  the  transcript  of  the  public  hearing  on  the  450  Rhode  Island  Street 
currently  proposed  project  are  presented  in  their  entirety  in  Exhibits  1  and  2,  respectively. 

It  should  be  noted  that  the  Response  to  Comments  component  of  the  environmental  review  process  is 
intended  to  respond  to  comments  on  the  adequacy  of  the  approach  and  analysis  in  an  EIR.  Comments 
regarding  the  merits  of  and  concerns  about  the  project  are  more  appropriately  directed  to  the  Planning 
Commission  to  assist  with  their  decision  of  whether  or  not  to  approve  the  project,  a  decision  that  will  be 
made  at  a  public  hearing  subsequent  to  certification  (determination  of  completeness)  of  the  Final  EIR. 

These  comments  and  responses  have  been  incorporated  into  the  Final  EIR  as  this  new  chapter.  Text 
changes  resulting  from  comments  and  responses  have  also  been  incorporated  in  the  Final  EIR,  as 
indicated  in  the  responses. 
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VII.  Comments  AND  Responses 


B.    LIST  OF  PERSONS  COMMENTING 

Ray  Bright,  resident  (written  comments,  April  23,  2003) 
John  C.  Carney,  resident  (written  comments) 

Barbara  J.  Cook,  P.E.,  Chief,  Northern  California  Coastal  Cleanup  Operations  Branch,  Department  of 
Toxic  Substances  Control  (written  comments.  May  21,  2003) 

Babette  Drefke,  resident  (Planning  Commission  Public  Hearing  Comments,  May  22,  2003) 

Sue  C.  Hestor,  Attorney  at  Law  (written  comments,  May  27,  2003) 

Ron  Miguel,  resident  (Planning  Commission  Public  Hearing  Comments,  May  22,  2003) 

State  Clearinghouse,  Governor's  Office  of  Plaiming  and  Research  (written  comments,  April  25, 2003) 
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VII.  Comments  AND  Responses 


C.    COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 

PROJECT  DESCRIPTION 

Comment  #1 

"[I]n  the  summary  and  also  in  the  main  text,  there  is  no  clear  description  of  how  the  amount  of 
parking  in  the  project  will  change  from  the  previously  approved  Macromedia  project  to  the  current 
project.  You  state  the  relative  size  of  the  buildings,  and  the  amount  of  parking  in  the  proposed 
project,  but  not  the  parking  in  the  Macromedia  project.  This  would  be  helpful  to  understand  the  shift 
in  the  proposal."  (Sue  Hestor,  Attorney  at  Law) 

Response  #1 

The  previously  approved  project  at  450  Rhode  Island  called  for  a  546-space  self-park  garage 
on  four  levels,  two  below-grade.  The  approximately  213,648  square  feet  of  garage  space 
would  have  also  included  80  bicycle  spaces.  Access  into  and  out  of  the  garage  would  have 
been  provided  via  driveway  ramps  on  Rhode  Island  Street  at  the  second  level  and  on  Kansas 
Street  at  the  third  level. 

The  proposed  project  as  noted  on  pages  22  and  31  of  the  EIR  would  contain  323 
independently  accessible  self-park  spaces  that  would  occupy  about  1 1 7,000  square  feet  on 
four  levels,  three  with  a  separate  ingress  and  egress  on  Rhode  Island  Street.  The  lower  first 
level  garage  would  have  a  separate  entrance/exit  and  would  provide  parking  for  customers 
of  the  retail  shops  and  the  grocery  store,  as  well  as  parking  for  the  project  residents.  The 
second  parking  level  would  have  a  separate  entrance/exit  and  would  have  a  ramp  leading  to 
the  third  level.  Both  the  second  and  third  levels  would  provide  parking  for  the  retail/grocery 
customers  and  residents.  The  fourth  level  garage  would  have  a  separate  entrance/exit  and 
would  be  exclusively  used  by  residents. 
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vn.  Comments  AND  Responses 
Comment  #2 

"The  issue  of  Macromedia  is  repeatedly  fudged  in  this  EIR.  Macromedia  was  a  corporate 
headquarters  and  office  use."  (Sue  Hestor,  Attorney  at  Law) 

Response  #2 

The  EIR  for  the  previously  approved  project  indicates  on  pages  1  and  22,  that  the  proposed 
building  would  have  been  used  for  the  new  headquarters  for  Macromedia,  Inc.,  a  San 
Francisco-based  multimedia  company  that  develops,  markets,  and  supports  Internet  software 
and  services.  The  previous  EIR  cites  a  letter  from  the  Zoning  Administrator  dated  June  28, 
2000,  that  finds  the  proposed  project  to  be  a  business  service  use  and  that  aspects  of  the 
project  could  also  be  considered  light  manufacturing  use.  The  letter  states  that  required 
parking  calculation  for  the  entire  project  was  based  upon  the  business  service  use. 

Although  the  approved  project  was  designed  for  multimedia  use,  this  use  is  not  formally 
defined  in  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Code.  The  EIR  assumed  that  "multimedia"  uses  are 
similar  to  "office"  uses  in  their  manner  of  employment  and  resulting  intensity  of  activity. 
The  analysis  of  transportation  impacts  assumed  the  same  level  of  intensity  on  the  site  as 
office  space. 

The  EIR  for  the  revised  currently  proposed  project  states  on  page  1  that  an  EIR  was  certified 
for  a  four-story  building  providing  313,000  square  feet  of  multimedia  space  and  that  since 
certification,  the  project  has  changed  from  a  business  service/multimedia  project  to  a  mixed- 
use  residential/retail  development  including  rezoning  and  creation  of  the  Grocery  Store  SUD. 

Moreover,  the  EIR  also  states  on  page  20  that  because  the  proposed  business  services  tenant, 
Macromedia,  has  withdrawn  from  the  project,  the  previously  approved  project  is  no  longer 
under  consideration. 
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LAND  USE  AND  ZONING 


Comment  #3 

"There  is  no  map  showing  the  zoning  of  this  area.  It  should  be  included.  Please  also  show  the 
location  of  the  nearest  NC-3  zone."  (Sue  Hestor,  Attorney  at  Law) 

Response  #3 

A  current  zoning  map  of  the  project  area  is  shown  on  the  following  page.  The  nearest  NC-3 
zoning  is  the  Mission  Street  NC-3  District,  approximately  0.9  of  a  mile  to  the  west  of  the 
proposed  project  site  between  Mission  and  Capp  Streets. 

Comment  #4 

"[TJhis  project  needs  to  be  put  into  a  broader  setting,  in  particular,  the  setting  of  major  projects/ 
rezonings  that  are  being  processed  prior  to  the  completion  of  the  industrial  area  rezonings, 
specifically  the  Mission,  North  Potrero  Hill/Showplace  Square,  South  of  Market  areas  which  have 
seen  the  explosion  of  live/work  and  dot.coms,  and  the  commensurate  evaporation  of  economic 
activity  as  the  dot.coms  disappeared — after  eliminating  prior  businesses  on  those  sites.  The 
Department  has  a  policy  of  slowly  doing  the  industrial  area  rezonings  while  at  the  same  time  rapidly 
processing  individual  projects  that  attempt  spot  zoning  prior  to  completion  of  the  overall  plan  and 
the  overall  environmental  review  for  that  plan.  Please  include  a  list  of  spot  zonings  that  include,  but 
is  not  limited  to: 

•  the  Baker-Hamilton  rezoning 

•  the  Showplace  Square  2  lot  rezonings 
the  4*  &  Freelon  SUD 

all  other  South  of  Market  rezonings  outside  the  C-3 

"And  any  and  all  reclassifications  that  are  currently  in  either  environmental  review  or  project  review. 
Please  describe  each  of  these  rezonings  in  detail  as  to  the  exceptions  requested,  the  size  of  the 
project,  the  number  of  parking  spaces,  and  whether  or  not  the  traffic  they  generate  will  feed  into  the 
same  areas  as  this  project.  Describe  the  amount  and  type  of  housing,  including  levels  of  affordability. 

"If  the  overall  plan  determines  that  new  developments  in  these  industrial  areas  should  fund 
mechanisms  such  as  substantial  increase  in  Muni  service  to  take  people  out  of  their  cars  and  onto 
transit,  will  these  projects  be  responsible  for  participating  in  those  mechanisms?  If  there  is  a 
determination  that  fiinds  should  be  provided  for  the  acquisition  of  public  open  space,  will  they  be 
responsible  for  paying  into  those  funds?  If  there  is  a  determination  that  there  needs  to  be  a  major 
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overhaul  of  the  pedestrian  environment  so  that  people  are  enticed  into  walking  and  it  is  a  pleasurable 
experience,  will  these  projects  be  responsible  for  participation  or  funding  that  project?  Has  an 
overall  pedestrian/bicycle  network  been  developed  that  can  delineate  the  nature  of  improvements  to 
be  incorporated  into  the  design  of  these  projects?  Is  there  an  overall  plan  for  improving  transit 
service  that  may  require  adjustments  in  these  plans  for  locating  stops  and  service?  Will  the  design 
of  these  projects  incorporate  those  designs? 

"All  of  the  proposed  or  recently  adopted  spot  rezonings  are  reasonably  feasible  and  must  be  in  the 
cumulative  analysis  of  this  project."  (Sue  Hestor,  Attorney  at  Law) 

Response  #4 

San  Francisco  is  a  dynamic  city  experiencing  constant  economic  and  social  changes.  The 
Planning  Department  responds  to  those  changes  with  planning  studies  and  review  of  land  use 
controls.  An  example  is  the  Citywide  Action  Plan  (CAP),  a  comprehensive  planning  effort 
that  addresses  the  need  for  housing  and  jobs,  while  enhancing  the  best  qualities  of  San 
Francisco  as  a  place  to  live  and  work.  A  component  of  the  CAP  is  the  Community  Planning 
Process  in  the  Eastern  Neighborhoods  of  the  City  which  includes  the  proposed  project  site. 
In  late  2001  the  Planning  Commission  directed  the  Planning  Department  to  initiate  a 
community  planning  process  for  the  Eastem  Neighborhoods  and  numerous  public  workshops 
were  held  in  the  Showplace  Square/Potrero  Hill  area  that  addressed  how  the  area's 
industrially  zoned  land  should  be  used  in  the  future.  Several  alternative  zoning  options  were 
published  by  the  Department  in  February  2003  and  will  be  presented  to  the  Planning 
Commission  for  consideration.  All  three  options  place  the  project  site  in  a 
"Residential/Commercial"  zone.  The  proposed  rezoning  is  generally  consistent  with  land  use 
controls  proposed  for  the  Residential/Commercial  zoning  district.  Once  the  preferred  zoning 
option  is  selected,  other  considerations  such  as  improving  transit  services,  acquisition  of  open 
space,  changes  to  the  pedestrian  environment,  revisions  to  the  City  bicycle  network,  etc.  will 
be  studied  by  the  appropriate  City  agencies  as  part  of  their  ongoing  provision  of  municipal 
services. 

During  the  Community  Planning  Process,  no  moratorium  in  the  Eastem  Neighborhoods  has 
been  instituted  to  prevent  property  owners  from  initiating  development  proposals  for 
consideration  by  the  Planning  Commission  and  the  Board  of  Supervisors  including  site 
specific  rezoning  proposals.    A  number  of  projects  have  been  proposed,  several  of  which 
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have  been  identified  by  the  commenter,  and  are  currently  under  review  or  have  been 
approved. 

The  characterization  of  a  site  specific  zoning  change  as  "spot  zoning"  typically  arises  where 
the  Planning  Commission  and  Board  of  Supervisors  are  considering  the  rezoning  of  a  single 
lot  or  small  parcel  of  property  held  by  a  single  owner,  and  the  rezoning  would  permit  land 
uses  not  available  to  the  adjacent  property.  Rezoning  of  a  single  parcel  is  not  uncommon  if 
the  action  were  consistent  with  the  General  Plan 's  land  use  policies.  The  EIR  identifies  some 
key  objectives  and  policies  of  the  General  Plan  on  pages  39  and  40.  The  Planning 
Commission  will  review  the  proposed  project's  consistency  with  the  General  Plan  and  the 
Eastern  Neighborhood  rezoning  options  during  the  hearing  for  approval  or  disapproval  of  the 
proposed  project. 

The  California  Environmental  Quality  Act  (CEQA)  requires  that  the  project  be  evaluated 
against  existing  conditions  including  the  existing  zoning,  not  the  conditions  or  zoning  that 
might  be  proposed  or  adopted  sometime  in  the  future,  therefore,  the  EIR  compared  the 
proposed  project  with  conditions  that  currently  exist  in  the  area.  The  EIR  discusses  the 
Showplace  Square/Lower  Potrero  Hill  Community  Planning  Process  on  pages  32  and  33. 

The  cumulative  effects  of  the  proposed  project  and  other  growth  in  the  proposed  project  area 
are  addressed  in  the  EIR  for  visual  quality  (pages  42  to  51),  transportation  (pages  64  to  79), 
and  air  quality  (pages  A-20  to  A-23).  The  assumptions  used  in  the  cumulative  transportation 
analysis  were  developed  based  on  a  two-step  approach.  First,  a  1 .0  percent  per  year  growth 
rate  was  applied  to  the  Baseline  traffic  volumes,  which  was  adjusted  to  account  for  the  traffic 
patterns  of  the  proposed  project.  Second,  the  new  vehicle-trips  associated  with  the 
development  of  Mission  Bay  were  added.  Primarily,  the  Mission  Bay  trips  were  assigned  to 
1 6"'  Street,  Mariposa  Street  and  Potrero  Avenue  in  the  vicinity  of  the  project  site.  Two  of  the 
projects  identified  by  the  commenter,  use  of  the  Baker  Hamilton  Building  by  the 
Exploratorium  and  the  Showplace  Square  housing  proposals  are  within  several  blocks  of  the 
project  site  and  would  contribute  to  commutative  effects  as  analyzed  in  the  EIR. 
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Comment  #5 

"My  main  complaint  is  the  height.  The  height  in  that  area  is  40  feet,  but,  down  in  the  lower  portion 
of  the  project  they're  going  up  to  52  and  a  half  feet.  That's  unnecessary  because  they're  going  way 
down  into  the  ground,  too.  They're  making  maximum  plus  and  if  we  could  just  keep  the  height  down 
to  40  feet,  I  would  be  happy.  To  the  right  of  that  building  is  a  little  restaurant  that's  only  20  feet  high 
and  to  the  north  of  it  is  a  new  building  where  it's  zoned  50  feet,  but  it's  only  up  to  40  feet.  A  little 
over  and  to  the  right  of  it  there's  50  feet  well.  Up  on  Mariposa  are  all  single-family  homes  that  are 
just  20  feet  high,  so,  this  building  doesn't  have  to  be  that  high. 

"Now  they're  dividing  the  lot  so  that  they're  getting  a  new  kind  of  zoning,  but  they  could  easily  zone 
the  upper  part  residential  instead  of  giving  it  this  new  name,  so  that  they  can  do  whatever  they  please 
there.  Zone  it  residential  because  it's  single-family  residents  right  around  that  place.  With  your 
design  guidelines,  you  have  to  give  some  consideration  to  those  other  buildings  that  were  built  long 
ago  and  their  style  is  a  little  different.  It's  not  so  severe  and  modem.  But  the  main  thing  is  cut  that 
height  down  to  40  feet  like  it's  zoned.  They  don't  need  all  this  building  to  the  maximum."  (Babette 
Drefke,  resident) 

Response  #5 

The  project  site  is  located  in  a  40-X  Height  and  Bulk  District,  which  imposes  a  40-foot  height 
limit.  No  amendment  to  the  current  40-X  Height  and  Bulk  District  is  proposed.  The 
proposed  PUD  under  Section  304  of  the  Planning  Code,  however,  calls  for  a  minor 
modification  of  how  height  is  measured  to  take  advantage  of  the  natural  contour  of  the  site. 
Accordingly,  the  height  of  the  building  would  be  approximately  16^2  feet  at  the  comer  of 
Kansas  Street  and  Mariposa  Street.  As  the  hillside  elevation  decreases  on  the  northem 
portion  of  the  site,  the  building  height,  relative  to  ground  level,  would  progressively  increase, 
attaining  a  maximum  height  of  approximately  52!/2  feet  at  the  comer  of  l?""  Street  and 
Kansas  Street.  The  building  along  17"*  Street  would  be  about  50  feet  high,  the  same  height 
as  the  350  Rhode  Island  Street  office  building  across  17"'  Street.  The  decision  on  this 
proposed  modification  rests  with  the  Planning  Commission  and  the  Board  of  Supervisors. 
The  project's  environmental  effects  were  evaluated  for  the  project  as  proposed. 

The  proposed  project  would  require  approval  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  for  an  Amendment 
to  Section  Maps  8  and  8SU  of  the  Zoning  Map  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  to 
rezone  the  proposed  project  site  from  M-1  to  NC-3  and  the  17""  and  Rhode  Island  Street 
Grocery  Store  Spe:cial  Use  Subdistrict;  and  an  Amendment  to  the  Planning  Code  to  create 
the  17*  and  Rhode  Island  Street  Grocery  Store  Special  Use  Subdistrict  (Grocery  Store  SUD) 
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(proposed  Planning  Code  Section  781.10).  The  size  and  density  of  the  proposed  revised 
project's  residential  uses  would  be  permitted  under  NC-3  zoning,  and  the  proposed  grocery 
store  would  be  allowed  to  sell  liquor,  beer,  and  wine  under  the  Grocery  Store  SUD  overlay 
(off-sale  liquor,  beer  and  wine  sales  are  not  permitted  in  other  NC-3  districts). 

HOUSING 

Comment  #6 

"I  question  the  analysis  of  this  project  against  the  1990  Housing  Element.  San  Francisco  is  out  of 
compliance  with  the  state  law  requirement  that  it  have  a  current  legally  adequate  housing  element. 
It  does  not.  There  is  no  document  against  which  to  measure  how  this  project  meets  the  current  needs 
for  housing."  (Sue  Hestor,  Attorney  at  Law) 

Response  #6 

A  final  draft  of  the  revised  Housing  Element  of  the  General  Plan  was  published  by  the 
Plarming  Department  in  February  2003  and  is  currently  being  reviewed  by  the  public.  The 
draft  document  points  out  that  San  Francisco  is  the  central  city  (and  most  urban  place)  in  an 
attractive  region.  As  a  regional  employment  center,  San  Francisco  attracts  people  who  want 
to  live  close  to  where  they  work.  These  factors  continue  to  support  a  strong  demand  for 
housing  in  San  Francisco.  Providing  new  housing  to  meet  this  strong  demand  is  particularly 
difficult  because  the  amount  of  land  available  is  limited  and  land  and  development  costs  are 
relatively  high.  For  these  reasons,  San  Francisco  consistently  ranks  as  one  of  the  most 
expensive  housing  markets  in  the  United  States. 

During  the  period  of  1 990-2000,  the  number  of  new  housing  units  completed  citywide  ranged 
from  a  low  of  about  350  units  (1993)  to  a  high  of  about  2,100  units  (1990)  per  year.  The 
citywide  annual  average  over  that  1 1 -year  period  was  about  1,130  units. 

In  March  200 1 ,  the  Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments  (AB  AG)  projected  regional  needs 
in  the  Regional  Housing  Needs  Determination  (RHND)  1999-2006  allocation.  The 
jurisdictional  need  of  the  City  for  2006  is  20,370  dwelling  units  or  an  average  yearly  need  of 
2,546  net  new  dwelling  units.  The  168  units  in  the  proposed  project  would  help  to  satisfy  a 
portion  of  this  need. 

99.4  lOE  450  Rhode  Island  Project 

2003.0038E  17th  and  Rhode  Island  Grocery  SUD  C&R.IO 


VII.  Comments  AND  Responses 


TRANSPORTATION 

Comment  #7 

"Loading  dock  on  17*  would  block  17*  Street  which  is  [a]  major  street  with  lots  more  traffic. 
[M]ove  to  Rhode  Island  or  Kansas;  not  discussed  in  enough  depth  in  DEIR."  (John  Carney,  resident) 

Response  #7 

The  location  of  the  loading  docks  was  extensively  examined  by  the  project  architects  and  the 
project  sponsor  and  analyzed  in  the  Transportation  Report.  Both  Rhode  Island  and  Kansas 
Streets  have  steep  grades  at  the  proposed  project  site  which  constrain  the  maneuverability  of 
trucks  loading  at  the  project  site.  The  project  sponsor  consulted  the  Department  of  Parking 
and  Traffic  in  the  identification  of  loading  dock  design  constraints,  and  placing  the  loading 
docks  on  1 7*  Street  appeared  to  be  the  only  feasible  location. 

As  discussed  on  page  74  in  the  EIR,  delivery  trucks  would  need  to  drive  past  the  loading  dock 
and  back  in  to  the  dock  from  both  eastbound  and  westbound  17*  Street.  Since  most  of  the 
deliveries  would  be  by  smaller  vehicles,  trucks  would  be  able  to  enter  the  dock  when  one  of 
the  two  spaces  was  occupied  and  with  only  one  movement.  As  such,  delivery  trucks  would 
be  able  to  maneuver  into  the  dock  relatively  quickly  and  therefore  would  not  substantially 
affect  traffic  flow  on  1 7*  Street  (including  the  Muni  22-Fillmore  bus  line).  To  minimize  the 
effect  of  delivery  trucks  on  17*  Street  operations,  the  building  management  would  have  a 
loading  dock  supervisor  on  staff  to  schedule  deliveries  and  to  direct  traffic  on  the  street 
during  the  peak  loading  times. 

Comment  #8 

"It  is  crucial  that  all  transportation  analyses  be  built  on  full  occupancy  of  existing  buildings  which 
were  converted  to  dot.com/office  use  but  which  are  currently  vacant.  It  is  inappropriate  to  assume 
that  over  the  long  haul  they  will  not  be  occupied.  When  the  boom  was  in  fiill  flower,  the  16*  & 
Potrero  and  17*  &  Potrero  intersections  were  major  impediments  for  the  Mission,  western  South  of 
Market  and  Potrero  Hill.  With  the  amount  of  new  development  being  proposed  for  this  area,  there 
is  great  potential  for  gridlock  unless  the  entire  transportation/transit  system  is  overhauled.  This  will 
take  substantial  amounts  of  fiinds,  which  are  not  currently  available  to  the  City.  An  assessment 
district  for  this  area  to  provide  those  improvements  is  a  necessity."  (Sue  Hestor,  Attorney  at  Law) 
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Response  #8 

Existing  intersection  operating  conditions  were  evaluated  in  the  transportation  report  for  the 
EIR  for  the  weekday  p.m.  peak  hour  (generally  between  5:00  and  6:00  p.m.)  of  the  p.m.  peak 
period  (4:00  to  6:00  p.m.)  for  12  intersections  in  the  vicinity  of  the  project  site,  hitersection 
turning  movement  counts  were  collected  at  the  study  intersections  in  June  of  2002. 

Normally,  transportation  analyses  do  not  account  for  occupancy  uses  in  other  buildings.  The 
studies  assume  that  land  use  occupancy  can  change  over  time,  and  that  it  would  be 
speculative  for  analyses  to  try  to  account  for  different  levels  of  occupancy  in  a  larger  area. 
However,  when  it  is  apparent  that  occupancy  of  an  area  maybe  understated,  adjustments  are 
made  for  purposes  of  clarity.  For  this  analysis  such  an  adjustment  was  made  to  account  for 
a  building  directly  across  the  street  that  was  completely  vacant.  To  incorporate  the 
occupancy  of  the  adjacent  350  Rhode  Island  Street  building  and  near-term  changes  to  the 
nearby  roadway  network,  a  Baseline  condition  of  existing  conditions  plus  the  350  Rhode 
Island  building  was  developed  and  project  effects  were  measured  against  the  Baseline 
condition  in  the  transportation  analyses. 

The  Department  of  Parking  and  Traffic  and  Muni  constantly  monitor  the  traffic/transit 
conditions  in  the  project  area,  and  adjustments  are  made  to  accommodate  the  observed 
increase  in  vehicles  and  transit  demand.  Any  proposals  for  an  assessment  district  would  be 
subject  to  public  review  and  approval  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors. 

Comment  #9 

"[Hjave  the  people  at  l?""  &  Potrero  been  asked  whether  they  will  object  to  a  P.M.  tow-away  zone 
on  17""  Street?  Do  they  know  this  is  proposed?  Did  they  get  this  EIR?"  (Sue  Hestor,  Attorney  at 
Law) 

Response  #9 

Whenever  a  change  to  street  traffic  and  parking  controls  is  proposed,  there  is  a  standard 
protocol  which  entails  notification  to  appropriate  property  owners  and  tenants  about  the 
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proposed  changes  and  the  time  and  dates  of  pubHc  hearing(s)  to  review  the  proposals.  The 
community  has  an  opportunity  for  voicing  support  or  opposition  to  the  proposed  changes. 
The  Board  of  Supervisors  will  make  the  final  decision. 

NOISE 

Comment  #10 

"Garages:  These  garages  have  venting  fans.  What  is  the  noise  from  these  fans  in  [the]  garage?  How 
would  this  noise  be  mitigated?"  (John  Carney,  resident) 

Response  #10 

The  currently  proposed  project  would  have  ventilation  fans  for  the  garages  located  within 
each  garage  that  would  be  shielded  from  the  residential  units  in  the  project  as  well  as  the 
neighborhood.  The  noise  and  vibration  fi-om  the  ventilation  fans  would  be  minimized  by  the 
design  of  the  fan  housing  and  the  concrete  garage  floors,  ceilings  and  walls.  The  ventilation 
ducts  would  run  from  the  fans  in  the  garages  to  the  roof  of  the  proposed  revised  project. 

HAZARDS  AND  HAZARDOUS  MATERIALS 

Comment  #11 

"The  project  includes  construction  of  a  2-  to  5-story  building  with  residential  units  and  retail  space 
and  parking.  The  project  area  will  be  rezoned  from  M-1  (light  industrial)  to  NC-3  (Moderate-Scale 
Neighborhood  Commercial)  and  Grocery  Store  SUD  which  allow  residential  use  A  Phase  I 
Environmental  Site  Assessment  (ESA)  was  conducted  for  the  project  in  January  1998.  During  site 
reconnaissance  performed  as  part  of  the  site  assessment,  nine  underground  storage  tanks  were 
removed.  Petroleum  hydrocarbon  contaminated  soils  were  removed  and  disposed  of  offsite.  Since 
the  Phase  I  ESA  and  the  tank  removal  report  were  not  included  in  the  EIR,  DTSC  cannot  ascertain 
the  adequacy  of  the  site  characterization  and  remediation.  Based  on  the  historical  use  of  the  property, 
other  chemical  contaminants  may  exist  at  the  site  in  addition  to  petroleum  hydrocarbons.  For 
example,  lead  and  other  heavy  metals  may  be  present  in  on-site  soils  since  lead-based  paint  was 
removed  from  the  former  on-site  building.  Additional  investigation  may  need  to  be  conducted  to 
characterize  the  contamination  at  the  site. 

"The  EIR  states  that  construction  of  the  new  building  would  entail  excavation  of  about  30,000  cubic 
yards  of  soil.  Disposal  of  this  soil  would  be  subject  to  local  and  state  regulations,  including 
laboratory  testing,  which  would  ensure  that  any  potential  impacts  due  to  the  presence  of  petroleum 
hydrocarbons,  heavy  metals,  or  other  hazardous  materials  in  soils  would  be  reduced  to  a  less-than- 
significant  level.  Similar  testing  should  be  conduced  for  the  remaining  on-site  soils  to  ensure  that 
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chemical  levels  are  below  regulatory  standards.  Soil  testing  should  also  be  conducted  prior  to 
excavation  to  determine  the  proper  excavation  and  disposal  procedures.  If  the  soil  is  contaminated, 
the  impacts  associated  with  the  soil  removal  will  need  to  be  addressed  as  part  of  the  CEQA 
evaluation. 

"To  address  the  impacts  of  contaminated  soil  excavation,  the  CEQA  document  should  include:  1)  an 
assessment  of  air  impacts  and  health  impacts  associated  with  the  excavation  activities; 
2)  identification  of  any  applicable  local  standards  which  may  be  exceeded  by  excavation  activities, 
including  dust  levels  and  noise;  3)  discussion  of  transportation  impacts  from  the  removal  or  remedial 
activities;  and  4)  discussion  of  risk  of  upset  should  [there  be]  an  accident  at  the  site  during 
remediation. 

"DTSC  can  assist  your  agency  in  overseeing  characterization  and  cleanup  activities  through  our 
Voluntary  Cleanup  Program.  A  fact  sheet  describing  this  program  is  enclosed.  In  an  effort  to  use 
the  available  review  time  efficiently,  we  request  that  DTSC  be  included  in  any  meetings  where  issues 
relevant  to  our  statutory  authority  are  discussed."  (Barbara  Cook,  Department  of  Toxic  Substances 
Control) 

Response  #11 

As  noted  on  pages  A-29  to  A-31  in  the  Initial  Study  for  the  proposed  revised  project 
(Appendix  A  in  the  EIR),  nine  underground  storage  tanks  (USTs)  previously  located  under 
the  sidewalks  on  Rhode  Island  and  Kansas  Streets  were  removed  in  December  1997  and 
January  1998.  Elevated  concentrations  of  TPH  as  gasoline  (TPHg)  (up  to  3,100  mg/kg)  and 
TPHd  (up  to  760  mg/kg)  were  encountered  in  the  soil  surrounding  these  tanks.  About  16 
cubic  yards  of  contaminated  soil  were  removed  and  disposed  of  at  a  Class  I  hazardous  waste 
landfill.  The  City  Department  of  Public  Health  issued  a  closure  letter  for  the  site  on  February 
26,  1998,  indicating  that  no  fiirther  remedial  action  was  required,  and  that  corrective  action 
did  not  need  to  be  reviewed  if  the  land  use  changed.' 

The  background  research  documents  for  this  project,  as  with  all  environmental  documents 
prepared  by  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  are  kept  in  the  project  docket  (i.e.,  case 
file)  and  are  available  for  review  by  request.  As  noted  in  the  Initial  Studies  for  both  the 
original  EIR  (Certified  10/5/00,  Motion  No.  160000)  on  page  A-39,  and  this  supplemental 
EIR  on  pages  A-29  through  A-3 1 ,  a  number  of  technical  report  and  memos  dealing  with  the 


City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  Department  of  Public  Health,  Environmental  Health  Management,  letter  from 
Albert  Lee,  Senior  Environmental  Health  Inspector,  to  Rick  England,  Lick  Wilmerding  High  School,  February  26,  1998.  This 
letter  is  available  for  public  review  in  Project  File  No.  99.410E  at  the  Planning  Department,  1660  Mission  Street,  fifth  floor,  San 
Francisco. 
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issues  of  potential  hazards  were  prepared  for  this  site  including  the  case  closure  letter  for  the 
tank  removals.  The  findings  of  these  documents  are  summarized  in  the  hiitial  Studies  which 
are  appendices  to  the  EIR  text.  If  additional  technical  information  is  needed  by  an  agency  or 
an  interested  member  of  the  public,  they  are  encouraged  to  call  the  appropriate  environmental 
case  planner  and  set  an  appointment  to  review  background  documentation. 

No  further  soil  sampling  or  remediation  is  required  by  the  City.  The  project  sponsor, 
however,  has  agreed  to  provide  site  monitoring  during  demolition  and  ground  disturbing 
activities  to  determine  if  any  additional  soil  contamination  exists  and  to  protect  construction 
worker  and  the  public  in  accordance  with  applicable  state  and  local  regulations.  If  additional 
soil  contamination  were  discovered,  removal/remediation  of  contaminated  soils  would  be 
conducted  in  accordance  with  local,  state  and  federal  regulations,  which  could  entail  the 
preparation  of  a  Site  Mitigation  Plan  (SMP)  and  a  Site  Health  and  Safety  Plan  (SHSP)  to 
ensure  worker  safety.  The  SMP  would  include  an  assessment  of  air  impacts  and  health 
impacts  associated  with  the  excavation  activities;  identification  of  any  applicable  local 
standards  which  may  be  exceeded  by  excavation  activities,  including  dust  levels  and  noise; 
and,  discussion  of  risk  of  upset  should  there  be  an  accident  at  the  site  during  remediation. 

Construction  of  the  new  building  at  450  Rhode  Island  Street  would  entail  excavation  of  about 
30,000  cubic  yards  of  soil.  The  SMP  would  include  best  management  practices  for  the 
removal,  treatment  and  disposal  of  excavated  spoils.  Disposal  of  this  soil  would  also  be 
subject  to  local  and  state  regulations,  including  laboratory  testing  to  identify  any  potential 
contamination  and  procedures  for  disposal  as  a  hazardous  waste,  if  warranted.  The  EER 
addresses  construction  transportation  issues  on  pages  75  to  77  and  concludes  that  there  would 
be  no  significant  impacts. 

These  regulations  and  procedures  should  ensure  that  any  potential  impacts  due  to  the 
presence  of  petroleum  hydrocarbons,  heavy  metals,  or  other  hazardous  materials  in  soils  on 
the  project  site  would  be  reduced  to  a  less  than  significant  level. 
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The  City  through  the  Department  of  Public  Health  will  notify  the  California  Department  of 
Toxic  Substances  Control  (DTSC)  of  meetings  where  issues  relevant  to  their  statutory 
authority  are  discussed. 

ALTERNATIVES 

Comment  #12 

"Alternative  C  is  not  clear.  There  is  no  statement  that  this  project  incorporates  RH-2  housing 
standards,  which  is  what  is  required  under  the  zoning.  Since  this  is  zoned  M-1,  the  Planning  Code 
'adopts'  the  residential  standards  of  the  nearest  residential  zoning,  hi  this  case  RH-2  is  across  the 
street,  so  that  becomes  the  benchmark.  Using  a  PUD  it  is  allowable  to  go  to  slightly  under  the  next 
higher  zoning,  which  would  be  RH-3.  Does  Alternative  C  incorporate  the  standards  of 'slightly 
under;  RH-3  zoning  requirements?  If  it  does  not,  please  provide  an  alternative  which  is  a  code- 
complying  project  using  a  residential  alternative  meeting  current  Planning  Code  requirements."  (Sue 
Hestor,  Attorney  at  Law) 

Response  #12 

Section  1 5 1 26.6  of  CEQ  A  states  that  an  EIR  shall  describe  a  range  of  reasonable  alternatives 
to  the  project,  or  to  the  location  of  the  project,  which  would  feasibly  attain  most  of  the  basic 
objectives  of  the  project  but  would  avoid  or  substantially  lessen  any  of  the  significant  effects 
of  the  project,  and  evaluate  the  comparative  merits  of  the  alternatives.  The  Guidelines  go  on 
to  say  "An  EIR  need  not  consider  every  conceivable  alternative  to  a  project." 

Alternative  C:  Reduced  Development  analyzes  a  building  similar  to  the  proposed  project  that 
would  contain  only  residential  units  and  parking.  There  would  be  no  retail  or  grocery  store 
uses.  The  building  would  contain  about  199  residential  units  and  approximately  199  parking 
spaces.  Alternative  C  combined  with  the  350  Rhode  Island  Street  project  (i.e.,  the  baseline 
conditions),  would  cause  the  signalized  intersection  of  17*  Street/Potrero  Avenue  to 
deteriorate  to  LOS  D,  compared  to  the  proposed  project  LOS  of  E,  thus  avoiding  a  significant 
impact.  Under  the  20 1 5  Cumulative  scenario,  this  alternative  would  avoid  a  significant 
impact  at  17*/Rhode  Island.  However,  unacceptable  cumulative  operating  conditions  would 
still  occur  at  16'VPotrero,  16'VDe  Haro,  17'VPotrero  (LOS  E  instead  of  LOS  F),  16'V  Rhode 
Island  and  17'VKansas.  As  a  result,  the  mitigation  measures  developed  for  the  proposed 
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project  would  still  be  needed  for  this  alternative  to  mitigate  cumulative  conditions,  with  the 
possible  exception  of  the  proposed  restriping  at  the  intersection  of  17"'/Rhode  Island. 

Section  2 1 5  of  the  Planning  Code  states  that  the  maximum  density  for  an  M- 1  Zoning  district 
shall  be  not  be  less  than  for  an  RM-1  District,  which  is  one  unit  per  800  square  feet  of  lot 
area.  With  a  planned  unit  development  (PUD)  approval,  up  to  a  total  of  132  units  for  the 
proposed  project  site  could  be  approved..  Thus,  the  alternative  would  still  require  a  zoning 
change. 

Alternative  B  was  a  Code  Compliant/No  Rezoning  alternative  which  called  for  an 
unspecified  light  industrial  use,  and  analyzed  a  project  that  would  not  require  a  zoning 
change. 

A  lower  density  residential  alternative  would  not  meet  most  of  the  project  sponsor's 
objectives,  nor  result  in  any  additional  lessening  of  environmental  impacts.  Alternatives  A: 
No  Project,  B:  Code  Compliant/No  Rezoning,  and  C: Reduced  Development  show  the 
reasonable  range  as  required  by  the  CEQA  Guidelines. 

OTHER  ISSUES 

Comment  #13 

"  I  spoke  on  the  original  EIR  in  favor  of  what  was  then  thought  to  be  a  dot-com  project.  Obviously, 
that  wasn't  going  to  happen.  The  situation  has  drastically  changed  and  perhaps  for  the  best.  I  would 
urge  you  to  go  ahead  with  considering  this.  I  think  the  supplemental  is  complete.  I  have  actually 
read  it.  I  think  it  is  totally  sufficient.  I  think  it  takes  care  of  the  situation.  I  think  the  new  project  will 
be  far  and  away  better  for  the  general  neighborhood  and  for  the  entire  lower  Potrero  Hill  area  and  I 
will  probably  be  back  before  when  it  comes  up  again."  (Ron  Miguel,  resident) 

Response  #13 

The  Comment  is  noted.  The  commentor  is  expressing  a  preference  for  the  proposed  project 
and  no  fiirther  response  is  required. 
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Comment  #14 

"My  wife  and  I  own  several  properties  (nine,  as  we  have  sold  one,  2009  17""  Street)  in  the  block  just 
west  of  the  proposed  450  Rhode  Island  Development,  which  is  really  a  1 7"*  and  Kansas  development. 

"We  used  to  live  on  Vermont  Street,  at  435  Vermont,  and  are  quite  familiar  with  the  neighborhood. 
We  own  some  properties  on  17*  Street,  just  to  the  west  of  this  project,  and  it  was  downzoned, 
without  any  input  from  us,  from  M-1  to  R-2,  which  I  think  is  wrong.  We  do  intend  to  change  any 
building,  on  the  outside,  in  that  area,  but  that  zoning,  in  that  area,  is  wrong. 

"I  have  told  Mr.  Kaufman,  of  the  project,  that  as  long  as  he  stayed  within  the  City's  zoning  then  I 
would  have  few  objections.  Now  that  he  has  lost  his  commercial  tenant  he  is  proposing  this 
development.  We  need  another  grocery,  but  this  project  is  too  big,  both  in  size  and  occupancy. 

"I  talked  to  Mr.  Kaufman  about  the  17"^  Street  area  and  how  it  would  [ajffect  our  properties,  and 
those  around  us.  That  was  with  a  40-foot  height  limit.  Now  he  wants  52'/2  feet,  probably  at  the  17* 
Street  area.  Too  much. 

"The  access  and  parking  for  a  grocery  store,  other  commercial  activity,  plus  1 68  residential  units  (we 
built  87  residential  units  on  a  block  of  similar  size  on  Potrero  Hill  years  ago)  will  be  horrendous. 

"We  have  an  existing  off-ramp,  from  101  freeway,  at  Mariposa  and  Vermont  Streets.  I  have  been 
trying  to  interest  anyone  to  move  that  off-ramp  to  the  north,  so  it  comes  down  on  Vermont  Street 
between  17*  and  16*  Streets.  It  has  not  happened,  but  it  should,  e[s]pecially  with  this  monsterous 
[sic]  of  a  project. 

"I  doubt  that  I  will  be  in  town  when  this  matter  is  heard.  So  I  thought  I  would  send  this  summary  of 
our  thoughts."  (Ray  Bright,  Resident) 

Response  #14 

The  Comment  is  noted.  The  commentor  is  expressing  opposition  to  the  project  and  no 
further  response  is  required. 
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D.    STAFF-INITIATED  CHANGES  AND  ERRATA 

On  pages  13  and  86,  the  following  improvement  measure  should  be  added  to  the  list  of 

Transportation  Improvement  Measures: 

"•       Provide  a  loading  dock  supervisor  on  staff  to  schedule  deliveries  and  to  direct 
traffic  on  the  street  during  the  peak  loading  times." 


On  pages  14  and  86,  the  following  improvement  measures  should  be  added: 
"Hazards 

•  If  additional  soil  contamination  were  discovered,  removal/remediation  of 
contaminated  soils  would  be  conducted  in  accordance  with  local,  state  and 
federal  regulations. 

The  City  through  the  Department  of  Public  Health  will  notify  the  California 
Department  of  Toxic  Substances  Control  (DTSC)  of  meetings  where  issues 
relevant  to  their  statutory  authority  are  discussed." 

On  pages  46,  47,  48,  49  and  50,  the  captions  to  the  photos  should  be  changed  from  "project 
site"  to  "Existing  View,"  and  "photomontage"  to  "View  with  Project." 
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Ray  Bright 


'•■  April  23  ,  2003 

i     . .    \  '  ' 

Paul  Maltzer 

Environmental  Review  Officer 
San  Francisco  Planning  Department 
1660  Mission  Street,  Suite  500 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 

Re:  Planning  Department  Case  Nos.  20003  . 0038'E  and  1999. 410E 


Dear  Mr.  Maltzer, 

I 

'  "My  wife"  and  I  own  several  properties  (nine,  as' W6  liave  ' 
sold  one,  2009  17th  Street)  in  the  block  just  west  of  the  j 
proposed  450  Rhode  Island  Development,  which  is  really  a  ! 
17th  and  Kansas  development.  I 

We  used  to  live  on  Vermont  Street,  at  435  Vermont,  and 
are  quite  familiar  with  the  neighborhood.    We  own  some  properties 
on  17th  Street,  just  to  the  west  of  this  project,  and  it  was 
downzoned,  without  any  input  from  us,   from  M~l  to  ^-2 ,  which 
I  think  is  wrong.     We  do  intend  to  change  any  building,  on  the  outside 
in  that  area,  but  that  zoning,  in  that  area,  is  wrong. 

I  have  told  Mr.  Kaufman,  of  the  project,  that  as  long  as  i 

he  stayed  within  the  City's  zoning  then  1  would  have  few  objections.  | 

Now  that  he  has  lost  his  commercial  tenant  he  is  proposing  this  j 

development.  We  need  another  grocery,  but  this  project  is  too  j 
big,  both  in  size  and  occupancy. 


I  talked  to  Mr.  Kaufman  about  the  17th  Street  area  and 
how  it  would  effect  our  properties,  and  those  around  us.     That  was 
with  a  40  foot  height  limit.     Now  he  wants  52^5  feet,  probably  at 
the  17th  Street  area.     Too  much. 

The  access  and  par-king  f  or -a  grocery  -atoxo , -other  coiftmercial  i 
activity,  plus  168  residential  units    (we  built  87  residential  units 
on  a  block  of  similar  size  on  Potrero  Hill  years  ago)  will  be 
horrendous . 

We  have  an  existing  off  ramp,  from  101  freeway,  at  Mariposa 
and  Vermont  Streets,     I  have  been  trying  to  interest  anyone  to 
move  that  off ramp  to  the  north,  so  it  comes  down  on  Vermont  Street 
between  I7th  and  16th  Streets.     It  has  not  happened,  but  it  should, 
expecially  with  this  monsterous  of  a  project. 

I  doubt  that  I  will  be  in  town  when  this  matter  is  heard. 
So  I  thought  I  would  send  this  summary  of  our  thoughts,  I  am 
available  at  the  address  and  numbers  listed  below. 


Sincerely, 


lf{22  20th  Street,  San  Francisco.  CA  94107-2777  •  Tel.  415/550-1822    Fax^ 5/550-/824 
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SUE  C.  HESTOR 

Attorney  at  Law 

tt70  Market  Street,  Suite  1126  •  San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
(415)362-2776  •  FAX  (415)  362-8048 

May  27,  2003 


Joan  Kugler 
Planning  Department 
1660  Mission  Street  5ch  fl 
San  Francisco  CA  94103 

RE:     9$.410E  &  2003.O038E  -  450  Rhode  lelond  Project 

Dear  Mo.  Kugler: 

I  have  the  following  comment 8  on  the  VrAft  EIR. 

Firot:,   in  the  eumm&ry  and  aleo  in  the  main  text  there  is  no  clear 
description  of  how  the  amount  of  parking  In  the  project  will 
change  from  the  previously  approved  Macromedia  project  to  the 
current  project.     You  state  the  relative  size  of  the  buildings, 
and  the  nmount  of  parking  in  the  propoeed  project,  but  not  the 
parking  in  the  Macromedia  project.     This  would  be  helpful  to 
understand  the  ohift  in  the  propoeal . 

Cumulative  Soot  Zoning 

Second,   this  project  needs  to  be  put  into  a  broader  aetting,  in 
particular  the  setting  of  major  proj ccts/rezonings  that  are  being 
processed  prior  to  the  completion  of  the  industrial  area 
rezonings,   flpeclCically  the  Miselon,  North  Potrero  Hill/Showplace 
square,   South  of  Market  areaa  which  have  seen  the  explosion  of 
live/work  and  dot. coma,  and  the  commeneurate  evaporation  of 
economic  activity  ae  the  dot . corns  disappeared  --  after  eliminating 
prior  hueinesEee  on  those  sites.     The  Department  has  a  policy  of 
S-L-O-W-L-y  doing  the  industrial  area  rezoninge  while  at  the  same 
time  rapidly  processing  individual  projects  that  attempt  epot 
zoning  prior  to  completion  of  the  overall  plan  AND  THE  OVERALL 
BIWIRONMENTAL  REVIEW  FOR  THAT  PLAN.     Please  include  a  list  of  spot 
zoninge  that  include,   but  is  not  limited  to: 

the  Daker-Hamilton  rezoning 

the  Showplace  Square  2  lot  rezoninge 

the  4th  &  Freelon  SUD 

all  other  South  of  Market  rezonings  outside  the  C-3 

AND  ANY  AND  ALL  RECLASSIFICATIONS  THAT  ARE  CURRENTLY  IN  EITHER 
ENVIRONMENTAL  REVIEW  OR  PROJECT  REVIEW.     Please  describe  each  of 
these  rezoninge  in  detail  as  to  the  exceptions  requested,  the  size 
of  the  project,   the  number  of  parking  epacGB,   and  whether  or  not 
the  traffic  they  generate  will   feed  into  the  same  areas  as  this 
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project.    Describe  the  amount  and  type  of  housing,  including 
levelo  of  af fordability. 

If  the  overall  plan  doterminea  that  new  developments  in  these 
induBCrial  araaa  should  fund  mechaniamo  auch  as  eubstantial 
incraaees  in  Muni  service  to  take  people  out  of  their  cars  and 
onto  craneit,  will  these  projects  be  responalble  for  participatincj 
in  tbo.-3e  mechanienie?     If  there  is  a  determination  that  fundo 
3ho\3ld  be  provided  for  the  acquisition  of  PUBLIC  open  space,  will 
they  be  reaponsiible  for  paying  into  those  funds?     If  there  ia  a 
docermination  that  there  needs  to  be  a  major  overhaul  of  the 
pedeetr.\an  environment  so  that  people  are  enticed  into  walking  and 
ir.  is  a  plewaurable  experience;  will  theee  projects  be  responsible 
for  participation  or  funding  that  project?    Has  an  overall 
pedestrian/bicyclo  network  been  developed  that  can  delineate  the 
nature  of  improvements  to  be  incorporated  into  the  deeign  of  these 
projects?       Ib  there  an  overall  plan  for  improving  transit  service 
that  may  require  adjustments  in  these  plans  for  locating  stops, 
and  service?     will  the  design  of  theee  projects  incorporate  those 
designs? 

All  of  the  proposed  or  recently  adopted  spot  rezonlngs  are 
reasonably  feasible  and  must  be  In  the  cumulative  analysis  of  THIS 
project . 

Lack  of  Lenallv  Adequate  Houflino  Element 

1  question  the  analysis  of  this  project  against  the  1990  Housing 
Element.     San  Francisco  is  out  of  compliance  with  the  etate  law 
req\)irement  that  i  t  have  a  current  LEGALLY  ADEQUATE  HQUSIMc; 
ELEMENT,     It  dooe  not.     There  is  no  document  against  which  co 
measure  how  chifl  project  meets  the  CURRENT  NEEDS  for  housing. 

Project  Setting  Icoueo 

There  i  >:>  no  map  showing  the  zoning  of  this  area.     It  should  be 
anrT  ui.lcd .     Please  aleo  show  the  location  of  the  ncaz'e.s^t  NC-3  zone. 

Altfjrnative  C  i»  not  clear.     There  is  no  statement  that  this 
project  j.ncorporates  RH-2  housing  standards,   which  is  what  is 
required  under  the  zoning.     Since  this  is  zoned  M-1,   the  Planning 
Code  "adopts"  the  residential  standards  of  the  neare«c  rerjitlcntd.-?! 
zoning.     In  tliis  case  RH-2  is  across  the  street,   fiio  that  bccome£< 
r.)ie  benr.hm,5ii k .     U.«;1.ng  a  PUD  it  is  allowable  to  <;)<)  to  ?<1l<.)htly 
i.inovx   1.1:':  next  higher  zoning,   which  would  be  KH- j,  Dot^;.^ 
Alr.ft niati v«  c  incorporate  the  standards  of  ".slightly  under"  KH  3 
7.0(i:f.i.)  rc:'qijn.c((ie4;nn'i^..      If  it  does  not,  pleai.'C  provide  an 
alu.^-n/'it. !  vc-  which  is  a  code -complying  project  urjing      i  caidtrDt  icii 
'..  vr  i'UT>t  1  vc:  meet  i  nq  current  Plann  i  fig  Code  r  ':\qi:i  r^^riteri^  &  ■ 
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It  ie  crucial  that  all  transportation  analyees  be  built  on  full 
occupancy  of  existing  buildlnga  which  were  converted  to 
dot.com/offlce  use  but  which  are  currently  vacant.     It  is 
inappropriate  to  asBUcrie  that  over  the  long  haul  they  will  not  be 
occupied.     When  the  boom  was  in  full  flower,   Che  16th  &  Potrero 
and  l7th  &  Potrero  interaections  were  major  impedimenta  for  the 
Mission,  western  South  of  Market  and  Potrero  Hill.     With  the 
amount  of  new  development  being  proposed  for  this  area,   there  ie 
great  potential  for  gridlock  unleea  the  entire  transportation/ 
tranfirit  syetem  1©  overhauled.     This  will  take  substantial  amounts 
of  funds,  which  are  not  currently  available  to  the  City.  An 
asoeoamont  district  for  this  area  to  provide  those  improvetnentfl  is 
a  necessity. 

Quefltion        have  the  people  at  17th  &  Potrero  been  aeked  whether 
they  will  object  to  a  p.m.  tow- away  zone  on  17th  Street?    Do  they 
know  this  is  proposed?    Did  they  get  this  EIR? 

The  issue  of  Macromedia  io  repeatedly  fudged  in  this  EIR. 
Macromedia  waa  a  corporate  headquarters  and  office  use       _    .  _  . 


Sue  C.  Heetor 
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Gray  Davis 
Governor 


Governor's  Office  of  Planning  and  Research 
State  Clearinghouse 


STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA 


R!ICEiVED 


June  3,  2003 


JUN  0  5  2li03 


PLANNING  DEPT 


Joan  A.  Kugler 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
1660  Mission  Street,  Suite  500 
San  Francisco,  C A  94103 

Subject:  450  Rhode  Island  Mixed-Use  Project 
SCH#:  2000012080 

Dear  Joan  A.  Kugler: 

The  State  Clearinghouse  submitted  the  above  named  Supplemental  EER  to  selected  state  agencies  for 
review.  On  the  enclosed  Document  Details  Report  please  note  that  the  Clearinghouse  has  listed  the  state 
agencies  that  reviewed  your  document.  The  review  period  closed  on  June  2,  2003,  and  the  comments  from 
the  respondmg  agency  (ies)  is  (are)  enclosed.  If  this  comment  package  is  not  in  order,  please  notify  the 
State  Clearinghouse  immediately.  Please  refer  to  the  project's  ten-digit  State  Clearinghouse  number  in 
future  correspondence  so  that  we  may  respond  promptly. 

Please  note  that  Section  21 104(c)  of  the  California  Public  Resources  Code  states  that: 

"A  responsible  or  other  public  agency  shall  only  make  substantive  comments  regarding  those 
activities  involved  in  a  project  which  are  within  an  area  of  expertise  of  the  agency  or  which  are 
required  to  be  carried  out  or  approved  by  the  agency.  Those  comments  shall  be  supported  by 
specific  documentation." 

These  comments  are  forwarded  for  use  in  preparing  your  final  environmental  document.  Should  you  need 
more  information  or  clarification  of  the  enclosed  comments,  we  recommend  that  you  contact  the 
commenting  agency  directly. 

This  letter  acknowledges  that  you  have  complied  with  the  State  Clearinghouse  review  requirements  for  draft 
environmental  documents,  pursuant  to  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act.  Please  contact  the  State 
Clearinghouse  at  (916)  445-0613  if  you  have  any  questions  regarding  the  environmental  review  process. 


Sincerely, 


Terry  Roberts 
Director,  State  Clearinghouse 


Enclosures 

cc:  Resources  Agency 


1400  TENTH  STREET  P.O.  BOX  3044  SACRAMENTO,  CALIFORNIA  95812-3044 
(916)445-0613     FAX(916)323-3018  www.opr.ca.gov 


Document  Details  Report 
State  Clearinghouse  Data  Base 


SCH#  2000012080 
Project  Title    450  Rhode  Island  Mixed-Use  Project 
Lead  Agency    San  Francisco,  City  and  County  of 


Type    SIR    Supplemental  EIR 

Description    The  proposed  project  is  construction  of  a  two-to  five-story  building  with  approximately  1 68  residential 
units,  about  4,000  square  feet  of  retail  space,  approximately  34,500  square  feet  of  grocery  store  space 
(irfcluding  liquoTTbeeraTid  wine  sales);  and-a  parking  garage  for  approximately  323  independently 
accessible  self-park  spaces  occupying  approximately  1 17,000  square  feet.  The  height  of  the  building 
would  vary,  from  about  52  1/2  feet  at  the  corner  of  17th  Street  and  Kansas  Street  to  about  16  1/2  feet 
at  the  corner  of  Kansas  Street  and  Mariposa  Street.  The  site  would  be  rezoned  from  M-1  to  NC-3 
(Moderate-Scale  Neighborhood  Commercial)  and  Grocery  Store  SUD  would  be  created. 


Lead  Agency  Contact 


Name 
Agency 
Phone 
email 
Address 
City 


Joan  A.  Kugler 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
(415)  558-5983 

1660  Mission  Street,  Suite  500 
San  Francisco 


Fax 


State  CA     Zip  94103 


Project  Location 

County 
City 
Region 
Cross  Streets 
Parcel  No. 
Township 


San  Francisco 
San  Francisco 

Kansas,  17th,  and  Mariposa  Streets 
Block  3978-Lot  1 

Range 


Section 


Base 


Proximity  to: 

Highways 
Airports 
Railways 
Waterways 
Schools 
Land  Use 


280  and  101 
Caltrain 

San  Francisco  Bay 

Daniel  Webster  Elementary,Potrero  Hill  Middle, Mission  High 
San  Francisco's  Potrero  Hill  Neighborhood-Commercial  and  industrial  development 
M-1  (Light  Industrial)  Zoning  District,  and  a  40-X  Height  and  Bulk  District 
Currently  vacant  ,. 

The  former  two-story  steel-framed  automotive  repair  facility  used  by  the  S&C  Ford  was  demolished. 


Project  Issues    Aesthetic/Visual;  Traffic/Circulation;  Growth  Inducing;  Landuse;  Cumulative  Effects 


Reviewing    Resources  Agency;  Department  of  Conservation;  Department  of  Fish  and  Game,  Region  3;  Office  of 
Agencies   Historic  Preservation;  Department  of  Parks  and  Recreation;  Department  of  Water  Resources; 

California  Highway  Patrol;  Caltrans,  District  4;  Department  of  Housing  and  Community  Development; 
Department  of  Health  Services;  Integrated  Waste  Management  Board;  Regional  Water  Quality  Control 
Board,  Region  2;  Department  of  Toxic  Substances  Control;  Native  American  Heritage  Commission 


Date  Received   04/18/2003        Start  of  Review  04/18/2003  End  of  Review  06/02/2003 


Note:  Blanks  in  data  fields  result  from  insufficient  information  provided  by  lead  agency. 


Department  of  Toxic  Substances  Control 


Edwin  F.  Lowry,  Director, 
700  Heinz  Avenue,  Suite  200  _ 
Berkeley,  California  94710-2721 '  ' 


'Vinston  H.  HIckox 
\gency  Secretary 
California  Environmental 


Gray  Davis 
Governor 


Protection  Agency 


May  21,  2003 


Mr.  Paul  E.  Maltzer 
Environmental  Review  Officer 
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STATE  CLEARiMG  HOUSE 


San  Francisco  Planning  Department 

1660  Mission  Street 

San  Francisco,  California  94103 

Dear  Mr.  Maltzer: 

DRAFT  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  REPORT,  450  RHODE  ISLAND  STREET 
PROJECT,  SAN  FRANCISCO,  CALIFORNIA,  SCH  #2000012080 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report 
(EIR)  for  the  450  Rhode  Island  project  at  17"^  Street  and  Rhode  Island  Street  project  in 
the  City  of  San  Francisco,  California.  As  you  may  be  aware,  the  California  Department 
of  Toxic  Substances  Control  (DTSC)  oversees  the  cleanup  of  sites  where  hazardous 
substances  have  been  released  pursuant  to  the  California  Health  and  Safety  Code, 
Division  20,  Chapter  6.8.  As  a  potential  Responsible  Agency,  DTSC  is  submitting 
comments40-ensure  that  the  environmental  documentation  prepared  for  this  project 
pursuant  to  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act  (CEQA)  adequately  addresses  any 
remediation  activities  which  may  be  required  to  address  any  hazardous  substances 
release. 

The  project  includes  constmction  of  a  2  to  5-story  building  with  residential  units  and 
retail  space  and  parking.  The  project  area  will  be  rezoned  from  M-1  (light  industrial  to 
NC-3  (Moderate-Scale  Neighborhood  Commercial)  and  Grocery  Store  SUD  which  allow 
residential  use.  A  Phase  I  Environmental  Site  Assessment  (ESA)  was  conducted  for 
the  project  in  January  1998.  During  site  reconnaissance  performed  as  part  of  the  site 
assessment,  nine  underground  storage  tanks  were  removed.  Petroleum  hydrocarbon 
contaminated  soils  were  removed  and  disposed  of  offsite.  Since  the  Phase  I  ESA  and 
the  tank  removal  report  were  not  included  in  the  EIR,  DTSC  cannot  ascertain  the 
adequacy  of  the  site  characterization  and  remediation.  Based  on  the  historical  use  of 
the  property,  other  chemical  contaminants  may  exist  at  the  Site  in  addition  to  petroleum 
hydrocarbons.  For  example,  lead  and  other  heavy  metals  may  be  present  in  onsite 
soils  since  lead-based  paint  was  removed  from  the  former  onsite  building.  Additional 
investigation  may  need  to  be  conducted  to  characterize  the  contamination  at  the  Site. 


The  energy  challenge  facing  California  is  real.  Every  Californian  needs  to  take  immediate  action  to  reduce  energy  consumption. 
For  a  list  of  simple  ways  you  can  reduce  demand  and  cut  your  energy  costs,  see  our  Web-site  at  www.dtsc.ca.gov. 
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TheETR^states  that  consfmctTorToflhe  new  bullding  would  entail  excavation  of  about   - 

30,000  cubic  yards  of  soil.  Disposal  of  this  soil  would  be  subject  to  local  and  state 
regulations,  including  laboratory  testing,  which  would  ensure  that  any  potential  impacts 
due  to  the  presence  of  petroleum  hydrocarbons,  heavy  metals,  or  other  hazardous 
materials  in  soils  would  be  reduced  to  a  less  than  significant  level.  Similar  testing 
should  be  conducted  for  the  remaining  onsite  soils  to  ensure  that  chennical  levels  are 
below  regulatory  standards.  Soil  testing  should  also  be  conducted  prior  to  excavation 
to  determine  the  proper  excavation  and  disposal  procedures.  If  the  soil  is 
contaminated,  the  impacts  associated  with  the  soil  removal  will  need  to  be  addressed 
as  part  of  the  CEQA  evaluation. 

To  address  the  impacts  of  contaminated  soil  excavation,  the  CEQA  document  should 
include:  (1)  an  assessment  of  air  impacts  and  health  impacts  associated  with  the 
excavation  activities;  (2)  identification  of  any  applicable  local  standards  which  may  be 
exceeded  by  the  excavation  activities,  including  dust  levels  and  noise;  (3)  discussion  of 
transportation  impacts  from  the  removal  or  remedial  activities;  and  (4)  discussion  of  risk 
of  upset  should  be  there  an-accident  at  the  Site  during  remediation. 

DISC  can  assist  your  agency  in  overseeing  characterization  and  cleanup  activities 
through  our  Voluntary  Cleanup  Program.  A  fact  sheet  describing  this  program  is 
enclosed.  In  an  effort  to  use  the  available  review  time  efficiently,  we  request  that  DTSC 
be  included  in  any  meetings  where  issues  relevant  to  our  statutory  authority  are 
discussed. 


Please  contact  Remedies  Sunga  at  (510)  540-3840  if  you  have  any  questions  or  would 
like  to  schedule  a  meeting.  Thank  you  in  advance  for  your  cooperation  in  this  matter. 


Barbara  J.  Cook,  P.E.,  Chief 

Northern  California 

Coastal  Cleanup  Operations  Branch 

Enclosure 

cc:      See  next  page 


Sincerely, 


Mr.  Paul  E.  Maltzer 
May  21,  2003 
Page  3  of  3 


cc:     without  enclosure 

Governor's  Office  of  Planning  and  Research 
State  Clearinghouse 
1400  Tenth  Street 
Sacramento,  California  95814 

Guenther  Moskat 

CEQA  Tracking  Center 

Department  of  Toxic  Substances  Control 

P.O.  Box  806 

Sacramento,  California  95812-0806 
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SAN  FRANCISCO  PLANNING  COMMISSION 
— oOo — 

BEFORE:     COMMISSION  PRESIDENT:      SHELLEY  BRADFORD  BELL 

COMMISSION  VICE-PRESIDENT:  MICHAEL  J.  ANTONINI 
COMMISSIONERS:   LISA  FELDSTEIN;   KEVIN  HUGHES; 

SUE  LEE;   WILLIAM  L.  LEE 
COMMISSION  SECRETARY:     LINDA  D.  AVERY 


In  Re: 


450  Rhode  Island  Street, 


)     Case  Nos . : 

)     1999.0410E;  2003.0038E 

) 

) 


REPORTER'S  TRANSCRIPT  OF  PROCEEDINGS 


Thursday,  May  22,  2003 

City  Hall 
1  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place 
Room  4  00 
San  Francisco,  California 

CERTIFIED  COPY 


REPORTED  BY:     JULIE  R.   HEAD,   RPR,   CRR,   CSR  9399  334049 
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APPEARANCES: 

FOR  THE  SAN  FRANCISCO  PLANNING  DEPARTMENT: 

LAWRENCE  B.  BADINER,  Zoning  Administrator 
GERALD  GREEN,  Director  of  Planning 
NORA  PRIEGO,  Executive  Secretary 
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REPORTER'S  TRANSCRIPT  OF  PROCEEDINGS 


PROCEEDING 
3:45  P.M. 
— oOo — 

MS.  AVERY:     Item  number  11,  Commissioners, 
beginning  of  your  regular  calendar,  case  number 
1999.0410E  and  case  number  2003.0038E. 

MS.  BRADFORD  BELL:     Can  you  leave  quietly? 
We're  going  to  continue  with  our  hearing. 

MS.  AVERY:     This  is  450  Rhode  Island  Street, 
residential  development  with  retail  and  17th  and  Rhode 
Island  streets  legislation  for  grocery  store  special  use 
subdistrict.     This  is  the  public  hearing  on  the 
supplemental  —  the  Draft  Supplemental  Environmental 
Impact  Report. 

MS.  KUGLER:     Good  afternoon,  President 
Bradford  Bell  and  Commissioners.     I'm  Joan  Kugler,  staff 
from  the  environmental  analysis  section  of  the  planning 
department.     As  Linda  Avery  has  said,  the  item  before 
you  are  two  cases,  2003.0038E  and  1999. 410E,  the  Rhode 
Island  streets  legislation  for  the  grocery  store  special 
use  district  and  the  residential  development  with 
retail. 

This  is  —  These  two  items  have  been  joined 
together  in  the  supplemental  EIR  because  they  are  linked 
so  inextricably,  and  the  168  residential  units  along 
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with  the  34 , 500-square-f oot  grocery  store  cannot  go 
ahead  without  the  legislation  being  passed,  so  today's 
action  is  a  public  hearing  on  the  adequacy  and  accuracy 
of  the  information  in  the  draft  supplemental  EIR  for  the 
project. 

The  original  EIR  was  certified  in  October  of 
2000  and  it  was  for  a  business  services  and  multimedia 
building.     There  will  be  no  decision  today  to  approve  or 
disapprove  the  project.     We  are  here  today  to  receive 
the  comments  from  the  public  and  yourselves  regarding 
the  Draft  Supplemental  EIR  as  a  part  of  the 
environmental  process  as  required  by  the  California 
Environmental  Quality  Act  which  we  all  call  CEQA.  The 
Draft  Supplemental  EIR  notices  of  availability  were 
mailed  out  on  April  19th,  2003.     The  comment  period  for 
written  comments  on  this  draft  supplemental  began  on 
April  19th  and  will  continue  until  May  27th  of  this 
year. 

We  have  a  court  reporter  here  today,  who  is 
being  —  recording  all  these  proceedings,  and  all 
comments  received,  either  in  writing  or  at  today's 
hearing,  will  be  responded  to  in  writing  in  the  comments 
and  responses  section  of  the  final  EIR. 

This  concludes  my  presentation  on  the  matter 
unless  the  commission  members  have  any  questions. 
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I  would  respectfully  suggest  that  the  public 
hearing  on  this  Draft  Supplemental  EIR  be  opened. 
Thank  you. 

MR.  ANTONINI:     Thank  you  very  much.     We  have  a 
project  sponsor  on  this? 

UNIDENTIFIED  SPEAKER:     No  comments. 

MR.  ANTONINI:     No  comments  from  the  project 
sponsor.     I  think  we  can  open  public  comment  on  this  and 
my  first  speaker  is  Ron  Miguel. 

MR.  MIGUEL:     Yes,  Commissioners.     I'm  Ron 
Miguel  and  I  live  three  blocks  from  this  project.  I 
spoke  on  the  original  EIR  in  favor  of  what  was  then 
thought  to  be  a  dot-com  project.     Obviously,  that  wasn't 
going  to  happen.     The  situation  has  drastically  changed 
and  perhaps  for  the  best.     I  would  urge  you  to  go  ahead 
with  considering  this.     I  think  the  supplemental  is 
complete.     I  have  actually  read  it.     I  think  it  is 
totally  sufficient.     I  think  it  takes  care  of  the 
situation.     I  think  the  new  project  will  be  far  and  away 
better  for  the  general  neighborhood  and  for  the  entire 
lower  Potrero  Hill  area  and  I  will  probably  be  back 
before  when  it  comes  up  again. 

MR.  ANTONINI:     Thank  you  very  much. 

Other  speakers  wish  to  speak  on  this  issue? 

MS.  DREFKE:     My  name  is  Babette  Drefke.  I 

6 


LegaLink  San  Francisco  (415)  359-2040 


1 

2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 


REPORTER'S  TRANSCRIPT  OF  PROCEEDINGS 


live  just  a  couple  of  blocks  up  the  hill  from  this 
project  and  I  realize  it's  a  lot  that's  very  difficult 
to  build  on,  but,  still,  we  have  to  preserve  our 
neighborhood . 

What  I  —  My  main  complaint  is  the  height. 
The  height  in  that  area  is  40  feet,  but,  now,  down  in 
the  lower  portion  —  I  guess  I  dropped  it  on  the  way  — 
down  in  the  lower  portion  of  the  project  they're  going 
up  to  52  and  a  half  feet.     That's  unnecessary  because 
they're  going  way  down  into  the  ground,  too,  on  that 
lot.     They're  making  maximum  plus  and  if  we  could  just 
keep  the  height  down  to  40  feet,  I  would  be  happy  there 
because  over  to  the  right  of  that  building  is  a  little 
restaurant  that's  only  2  0  feet  high  and  to  the  north  of 
it  is  a  new  building  where  it's  zoned  50  feet,  but  it's 
only  up  to  40  feet,  and  a  little  over  and  to  the  right 
of  it  there's  50  feet  well  —  and,  then,  oh,  up  on 
Mariposa,  those  are  all  single-family  homes  that  are 
just  20  feet  high,  so,  this  building  doesn't  have  to  be 
that  high,  and  now  they're  dividing  the  lot  so  that 
they're  getting  a  new  kind  of  zoning  —  I'm  not  too  sure 
what  that's  for  —  but  they  could  easily  zone  the  upper 
part  residential  instead  of  giving  it  this  new  name, 
whatever  they're  calling  it,  so  that  they  can  do 
whatever  they  please  there. 
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Zone  it  residential  because  it's  single- family 
residents  right  around  that  place  and  you  have  to 
give  —  with  your  design  guidelines,  you  have  to  give 
some  consideration  to  those  other  buildings  that  were 
built  long  ago  and  their  style  is  a  little  different. 
It's  not  so  severe  and  modern. 

But  the  main  thing  is  cut  that  height  down  to 
40  feet  like  it's  zoned.     They  don't  need  all  this 
building  to  the  maximum. 

Thank  you. 

MS.   BRADFORD  BELL:     Thank  you. 
Next  speaker? 

No  more  speakers?     I  can  close  public  comment 
today  or  on  this  item? 

MR.  GREEN:     Well,  we're  closing  verbal  comment 
today  and  as  Ms.  Kugler  acknowledged  that,  we  will 
continue  to  take  written  requests  until  May  27th.     I  was 
going  to  say  March  27th,  which  I  think  the  developer 
would  probably  go  crazy.     But  May  27th  you  would  still 
be  able  to  provide  a  written  comment  that  we  would 
respond  to  in  the  response  to  comments  document. 

MS.  BRADFORD  BELL:     Okay.     Any  commissioner 

comments? 

I  see  none. 

MS.  AVERY:     Okay.     The  public  hearing  on  this 
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matter  is  closed.     Thank  you.  Commissioners. 

(Whereupon  the  proceeding  adjourned  at 

3:53  p.m.  ) 
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NOTICE  THAT  A 
SUPPLEMENTAL  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  REPORT 
IS  DETERMINED  TO  BE  REQUIRED 


Date  of  this  Notice:  November  1,  2002  (Previous  EIR  Certified  on  October  5,  2000) 


Lead  Agency:  Planning  Department,  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
1660  Mission  Street,  Suite  500 
San  Francisco,  California  94103-2414 

Agency  Contact  Person:  Darwin  Helmuth  Telephone:  (415)  558-5971 


Project  Title:  99.410E:  450  Rhode  Island  Street  Mixed-Use  Residential/Retail  Project 
Project  Sponsor:  A.F.  Evans  Development,  Inc. 

Project  Contact  Person:  Steve  Kuklin  Telephone:  (415)  591  -2204 


Project  Address:  450  Rhode  Island  Street/1901  17th  Street 
Assessor's  Block  and  Lot:  Block  3978,  Lot  001 
City  and  County:  San  Francisco 


Project  Description:  The  proposed  revised  project  would  construct  a  five-story  building  ranging  in  height 
from  16'/2  to  52/4  feet  and  containing  up  to  230,000  square  feet  of  mixed-use  residential/retail  space.  There 
would  be  approximately  1 68  residential  units,  about  4,000  square  feet  of  retail  space,  and  approximately 
34,500  square  feet  of  grocery  store  space.  The  new  proposed  building  would  have  six  floors  that  would  step 
up  the  north  slope  of  Potrero  Hill.  A  parking  garage  would  partially  occupy  three  levels,  providing  a  total 
of  approximately  323  self-park  spaces.  Parking  garage  access  would  be  from  Rhode  Island  Street  at  each 
of  the  three  levels,  with  freight  loading/unloading  access  on  17th  Street.  There  would  be  retail  space  along 
1 7"'  Street,  and  the  grocery  store  would  be  accessible  from  the  comer  of  1 7'^  and  Rhode  Island  and  mid-block 
on  Rhode  Island.  The  primary  access  to  the  residential  units  would  be  from  a  mid-block  commons  between 
Rhode  Island  and  Kansas  Streets  that  would  separate  the  residential  building  mass.  There  would  be  a 
secondary  residential  access  on  Mariposa  Street.  The  building  would  occupy  about  98  percent  of  the  lot. 
The  project  site  is  located  on  Lot  001  of  Assessor's  Block  3978,  and  is  bounded  by  17"'  Street  on  the  north, 
Rhode  Island  Street  on  the  east,  Mariposa  Street  on  the  south,  and  Kansas  Street  on  the  west.  The  project 
site  is  within  the  M-1  (Light  Industrial)  Zoning  District  and  in  a  40-X  Height  and  Bulk  District.  The  project 
would  require  a  zoning  change  that  allows  higher  density  of  housing  such  as  NC-3  (Moderate-Scale 
Neighborhood  Commercial).  Conditional  Use  authorization  as  a  Planned  Unit  Development  would  also  be 
required  for  development  of  the  site,  for  retail  space,  for  residential  density  and  for  modifications  in  height 
measurements. 


THIS  REVISED  PROJECT  MAY  HAVE  A  SIGNIFICANT  EFFECT  ON  THE  ENVIRONMENT 
AND  A  SUPPLEMENTAL  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  REPORT  (SEIR)  IS  REQUIRED.  This 
determination  is  based  upon  the  criteria  of  the  State  CEQ  A  Guidelines,  Section  1 5 1 63  (Supplemental  EIR), 
Section  15063  (Initial  Study),  15064  (Determining  Significant  Effect),  and  15065  (Mandatory  Findings  of 
Significance),  and  the  following  reasons,  as  documented  in  the  Environmental  Evaluation  (Initial  Study)  for 
the  revised  project,  which  is  attached. 


The  public  is  invited  to  comment  on  the  scope  of  the  Supplemental  EIR.  Such  comments  must  be  received 
by  November  22,  2002  to  ensure  consideration  in  preparing  the  Draft  SEIR. 
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I.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION 

On  October  5, 2000,  a  Final  Environmental  Impact  Report  (FEIR)  was  certified  for  a  four-story  building  providing 
3 1 4,000  square  feet  of  multimedia  space  and  two  levels  of  underground  parking  at  450  Rhode  Island  Street.  Pursuant 
to  Section  1 5 1 62  and  1 5 1 63  of  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act  (CEQA),  a  supplement  to  an  EIR  may  be 
prepared  when  substantial  changes  are  proposed  in  the  project  and/or  substantial  changes  have  occurred  with  respect 
to  circumstances  under  which  the  project  would  be  undertaken,  but  "only  minor  additions  or  changes  would  be 
necessary  to  make  the  FEIR  adequately  apply  to  the  project  in  the  changed  situation."  Since  certification,  the  project 
has  changed  from  a  business  service/multimedia  project  to  a  mixed-use  residential/retail  development.  This 
document  and  the  ensuing  EIR  are  supplements  to  the  FEIR  and  analyze  the  impacts  of  the  project  currently 
proposed. 

The  revised  project  currently  proposed  would  entail  construction  of  a  five-story  building  containing  up  to  230,000 
square  feet  of  mixed-use  residential,  retail/commercial  and  parking  space  at  450  Rhode  Island  Street,  on  the  block 
bounded  by  Rhode  Island,  17th,  Kansas,  and  Mariposa  Streets  (Figure  1,  page  3).  The  project  site  is  on  Assessor's 
Block  3978,  Lot  1,  which  is  currently  vacant  (the  previous  85,000-square-foot  auto  service  center  building  was 
demolished  pursuant  to  the  prior  project  approval).  The  site  was  previously  approved  for  development  of  a  3 1 3 ,000 
square  foot  business  services  building.  A.F.  Evans  Development,  Inc.,  a  new  project  sponsor  proposes 
approximately  168  residential  units,  about  4,000  square  feet  of  retail  space,  approximately  34,500  square  feet  of 
grocery  store  space.,  and  a  parking  garage  for  approximately  323  independently  accessible  self-park  spaces. 

The  proposed  building  would  have  six  levels  that  would  step  up  the  north  slope  of  Potrero  Hill  (Figures  2  to  8,  pages 
4  to  10).  The  building  mass  would  be  separated  at  mid-block  by  a  commons  that  would  run  between  Kansas  and 
Rhode  Island  Street.  There  would  be  two  center  courtyards,  one  each  in  the  north  and  south  residential  sections  of 
the  building.  The  height  of  the  building  would  vary,  from  about  52'/2  feet  at  the  comer  of  17""  Street  and  Kansas 
Street  to  about  16/4  feet  at  the  comer  of  Kansas  Street  and  Mariposa  Street.  An  approximately  2,000  square-foot 
publicly-accessible  pocket  park  would  be  provided  on  the  southwest  comer  of  the  site,  at  the  intersection  of  Mariposa 
and  Kansas  Streets. 

Approximately  4,000  square  feet  of  neighborhood  retail  space  would  be  located  at  ground  level  on  1 7""  Street  and 
at  the  comer  of  Kansas  and  17*  Streets.  The  approximately  34,500  square-foot  grocery  store  would  have  a  primary 
access  about  mid-block  on  Rhode  Island  Street  and  a  secondary  entrance/exit  at  the  comer  of  17*  and  Rhode  Island 
Streets. 

The  168  residential  units  would  contain  a  mix  of  approximately  28  studio  units  (about  525  sq.ft.  in  size);  65  one- 
bedroom  units  (about  740  sq.ft  in  size);  68  two-bedroom  units  (1 ,008  sq.ft  in  size);  and  9  three-bedroom  units  (1,200 
sq.ft  in  size).  The  residences  would  be  accessible  via  the  commons  area  between  Rhode  Island  and  Kansas  Streets 
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SITE  PLAN    FIGURE  2 
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17th  Street 
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LEVEL  1— GARAGE/RETAIL    FIGURE  3 
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LEVEL  2— GARAGE/RETAIL    FIGURE  4 
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LEVEL  4— RESIDENTIAL    FIGURE  6 
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ELEVATIONS    FIGURE  7 
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PROJECT  SECTION    FIGURE  8 
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and  from  Mariposa  Street.  Twelve  percent  or  approximately  20  of  the  units  would  be  affordable  in  conformance  with 
legislation  recently  adopted  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors.  (Resolution  #16350). 

Three  parking  levels,  each  with  a  separate  ingress  and  egress  on  Rhode  Island  Street,  would  provide  approximately 
323  self-park  spaces.  The  lower  garage  and  a  portion  of  the  second  level  garage  would  provide  parking  for  the 
customers  of  the  retail  shops  and  the  grocery  store.  The  third  level  garage  and  the  other  portion  of  the  second  level 
garage  would  be  exclusively  restricted  for  residents.  Two  loading  docks  for  retail  uses  and  the  food  market  would 
be  located  on  17""  Street.  There  would  be  about  100  bicycle  spaces  in  the  residential  garage,  plus  approximately  20 
publicly  accessible  bicycle  spaces  for  the  retail  and  food  market  customers. 

In  addition  to  the  small  park  on  the  comer  of  Mariposa  and  Kansas  Streets,  the  project  would  also  include 
approximately  17,000  square  feet  of  landscaped  common  area  courtyards  and  roof  decks  (and  average  of  100  sq.  ft. 
per  unit). 

The  project  site  is  in  the  Potrero  Hill  Neighborhood.  It  is  zoned  M-1  (Light  Industrial)  and  40-X  for  Height  and 
Bulk.  The  allowable  floor  area  ratio  (FAR)  in  this  district  is  5: 1.  Project  construction  would  take  about  18  months. 
The  project  construction  cost  is  estimated  at  $20  million  (including  excavation,  foundation,  erection,  and  exterior). 

PROJECT  SETTING 

The  project  site  is  on  the  south  edge  of  a  commercial/industrial  neighborhood  dominated  by  home  furnishings  and 
interiors  businesses  and  interspersed  with  various  industrial,  retail,  multimedia  and  office  uses.  While  a  majority 
of  buildings  in  the  area  are  two  stories  in  height,  buildings  of  three  to  six  stories  are  located  throughout  the  area.  The 
area  to  the  north  of  the  project  site  is  generally  known  as  Showplace  Square,  and  is  dominated  by  showrooms  for 
furniture,  fabrics,  rugs,  lighting,  accessories,  and  a  variety  of  other  home  furnishings  and  design  materials.  The  area 
south  of  the  site  is  predominantly  residential,  mostly  two-  and  three-story  single-family  residences. 

The  block  immediately  north  of  the  project  site  is  occupied  by  a  newly  constructed  four-story,  50-foot  high  office 
building.  The  block  immediately  west  of  that  block  (northwesterly  from  the  proposed  project  site)  has  one-  and 
two-story  buildings  containing  furniture  and  home  furnishings  stores.  In  addition,  studios  for  a  design  company, 
an  auto  body  shop,  and  the  J.  David  Gladstone  Institutes  (disease  research)  are  located  in  this  block.  The  block  to 
the  west  of  the  project  site  contains  a  few  furniture  stores,  a  Chinese  restaurant,  the  Middendorf  Breath  Institute,  the 
Breath  Center  of  San  Francisco,  and  a  private  restaurant.  Single-family  residences  line  the  east  side  of  this  block, 
along  Kansas  Street,  and  a  mixture  of  single-family  homes  and  duplexes  line  most  of  the  west  side  of  the  block, 
along  Vermont  Street.  Four  single-family  residences  are  located  on  the  west  side  of  this  stretch  of  Vermont  Street, 
beyond  which  U.S.  101  curves  to  the  southwest. 
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Most  of  the  block  to  the  east  of  the  project  site  is  taken  up  by  an  approximately  40-foot-high,  concrete,  two-story 
glass  office  building,  with  approximately  25  mixed-use  office  tenants  and  a  large  retail  furniture  store.  A  large 
fenced  garden  is  located  behind  the  building.  A  teddy  bear  factory  is  also  located  in  this  block.  To  the  north  of  this 
block  are  a  variety  of  mixed  commercial  uses,  including  a  plumbing  repair  company,  auto  repair  shop,  and  a 
three-story  cement  block  building  with  nine  office  tenants,  a  furniture  store,  and  a  dance  school  studio.  The  block 
also  has  a  three-story  live-work  building,  a  large  vacant  lot,  and  a  one-story  metal  building  housing  two  restaurants, 
a  bakery/cafe,  art  gallery,  night  club,  and  an  office. 

All  of  the  blocks  to  the  south  of  the  project  are  predominantly  occupied  by  single-family  and  multi-family  buildings. 
In  addition,  the  St.  Gregory's  Episcopal  Church  is  on  the  southwest  comer  of  Mariposa  and  DeHaro  Streets  and  the 
two-story  Slovenian  Hall  is  on  the  southwest  comer  of  Mariposa  and  Vermont  Streets.  Showplace  Square,  the  San 
Francisco  Design  Center,  the  Design  Pavilion,  Beacon  Hill  Showrooms,  and  other  large  buildings  or  building 
complexes  housing  showrooms  for  home  fUmishings,  antiques,  and  home  accessories  are  located  approximately  two 
blocks  north  of  the  project  site,  along  with  numerous  smaller  home  fUmishings  businesses. 

II.     SUMMARY  OF  POTENTIAL  ENVIRONMENTAL  EFFECTS 

A.  EFFECTS  FOUND  TO  BE  POTENTIALLY  SIGNIFICANT 

As  noted  on  page  2,  this  document  and  the  following  EIR  are  supplemental  reports  to  the  original  FEIR.  The  revised 
450  Rhode  Island  Street  Project  is  examined  in  this  Initial  Study  in  the  context  of  the  underlying  FEIR.  It  discusses 
the  changed  environmental  conditions  which  occurred  subsequent  to  the  certification  of  the  2000  FEIR,  the  revised 
project-specific  impacts,  and  the  project's  contribution  to  cumulative  impacts.  On  the  basis  of  this  study, 
project-specific  effects  of  the  revised  project  that  relate  to  transportation  have  been  determined  to  be  potentially 
significant,  and  will  be  analyzed  in  a  Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Report  (SEIR).  In  addition,  the  SEIR  will 
provide  additional  discussion  of  land  use  and  the  project's  visual  quality/urban  design  for  informational  purposes, 
although  both  are  determined  in  this  Initial  Study  to  be  less-than-significant  impacts. 

B.  EFFECTS  FOUND  NOT  TO  BE  SIGNIFICANT 

The  following  potential  environmental  effects  were  determined  either  to  be  less  than  significant  or  to  be  reduced  to 
a  less  than  significant  level  through  mitigation  measures  included  in  the  Initial  Study  and  the  revised  project.  These 
items  are  discussed  in  Section  III  below,  and  require  no  fiirther  environmental  analysis  in  the  SEIR.  Information 
from  the  original  FEIR  that  is  still  relevant  is  idenfified  and  is  included  for  informational  purposes  only.  The 
proposed  project  would  not  make  any  difference  to  those  environmental  issues,  and  the  impacts  discussed  in  the 
FEIR  would  remain  the  same. 

These  items  include  land  use,  glare,  population,  noise,  air,  quality  and  wind,  shadow,  utilities/public  services, 
biology,  geology/topography,  water,  hazards  and  cultural  resources. 


99.4  lOE  450  Rhode  Island  Project 


A-12 


Appendix  A:  Initial  Study 


III.    ENVIRONMENTAL  EVALUATION  CHECKLIST  AND  DISCUSSION 
A.  COMPATIBILITY  WITH  ZONING,  PLANS  AND  POLICIES  N/A  Discussed 

1 .  Discuss  any  variances,  special  authorizations,  changes  proposed 

to  the  City  Planning  Code  or  Zoning  Map,  if  applicable.  □  ■ 

2.  Discuss  any  conflicts  with  any  other  adopted  environmental  plans 

and  goals  of  the  City  or  Region,  if  applicable.  □  ■ 

The  San  Francisco  Planning  Code,  which  incorporates  by  reference  the  City's  Zoning  Maps,  governs  permitted  uses, 
densities,  and  the  configuration  of  buildings  within  San  Francisco.  Permits  to  construct  new  buildings  may  not  be 
issued  unless  either  the  proposed  revised  project  conforms  to  the  Code,  or  an  exception  is  granted  pursuant  to 
provisions  of  the  Code. 

The  project  site  is  located  in  an  M- 1  (Light  Industrial)  District  in  San  Francisco  and  a  40-X  Height  and  Bulk  District. 
The  M-1  District  is  one  of  two  types  of  districts  providing  land  for  industrial  development.  M-1  districts  are  more 
suitable  for  smaller  industries  dependent  upon  truck  transportation.  Most  industries  are  permitted  in  M-1  districts 
unless  they  possess  particularly  noxious  characteristics.  The  permitted  industries  have  certain  requirements  as  to 
enclosure,  screening,  and  minimum  distance  from  residential  districts.  Residential  uses  require  conditional  use 
approval. 

The  project  sponsor  would  seek  a  rezoning  of  the  site  from  M-1  to  mixed-use  zoning  district,  potentially  NC-3 
(Moderate-Scale  Neighborhood  Commercial).  Assuming  NC-3  zoning,  the  proposed  revised  project  would  require 
Conditional  Use  authorization  from  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Commission  for  the  revised  project,  including  a 
public  hearing,  pursuant  to  the  Planning  Code,  Sections  121.1  (for  the  development  of  a  site  in  excess  10,000  square 
feet),  and  121.2  (for  a  retail  space  in  excess  of  6,000  square  feet).  Planning  Commission  approval  is  also  required 
for  a  Planned  Unit  Development  (PUD),  pursuant  to  Section  304  of  the  City  Planning  Code.  Consideration  of  a 
revised  project  as  a  PUD  is  permitted  for  sites  greater  than  one-half  acre  in  size.  Planned  Unit  Developments  require 
Conditional  Use  authorization  from  the  City  Planning  Commission,  including  a  public  hearing,  pursuant  to  Section 
303  of  the  City  Planning  Code.  A  public  hearing  would  be  required  as  part  of  the  review  by  the  Planning 
Commission. 

Conditional  use  authorization  would  also  be  required  for  a  Planned  Unit  Development  (PUD)  to  seek  modification 
of  the  method  of  measuring  height.  The  project  site  is  in  a  40-foot  Height  and  Bulk  District.  Each  of  the  four  streets 
that  surround  the  site  is  sloped,  with  the  most  severe  incline  along  Kansas  Street  which  rises  from  an  elevation  of 
25  feet  at  the  comer  of  Kansas  and  Seventeenth  Streets,  to  an  elevation  of  73  feet  at  the  comer  of  Kansas  and 
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Mariposa  Streets.  Since  these  site  conditions  make  height  measurements  for  this  revised  project  somewhat  difficuU 
(e.g.  under  Planning  Code  Section  102. 12(b),  the  buildings'  height  along  both  the  Rhode  Island  and  Kansas  Streets' 
elevations,  must  be  measured  in  65  foot  increments  with  the  maximum  height  of  the  building  measured  at  the 
midpoint  of  65 -foot  interval),  the  new  project  sponsor  for  the  revised  project  proposes  under  a  PUD  an  alternative 
means  of  measuring  height  that  would  permit  a  slightly  taller  building  to  be  built  on  the  1 T"*  Street  side  of  the  project 
while  reducing  the  maximum  height  for  the  Mariposa  Street/Kansas  Street  side  of  the  revised  project. 

Environmental  plans  and  policies  are  those,  like  the  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Plan,  which  directly  address  physical 
environmental  issues  and/or  contain  targets  or  standards  which  must  be  met  in  order  to  preserve  or  improve 
characteristics  of  the  City's  physical  environment.  The  proposed  revised  project  would  not  obviously  or  substantially 
conflict  with  any  such  adopted  environmental  plan  or  policy. 

The  City's  General  Plan,  which  provides  general  policies  and  objectives  to  guide  land  use  decisions,  contains  some 
policies  which  relate  to  physical  environmental  issues.  The  proposed  revised  project  would  not  obviously  or 
substantially  conflict  with  any  such  adopted  environmental  plan  or  policy.  In  general,  potential  conflicts  with  the 
General  Plan  are  considered  by  decision  makers  independently  of  the  environmental  review  process,  as  part  of  the 
decision  whether  to  approve  or  disapprove  a  proposed  project.  Any  conflict  not  identified  in  this  environmental 
document  could  be  considered  in  that  context,  and  would  not  alter  the  physical  environmental  effects  of  the  proposed 
revised  project. 

In  November  1986,  the  voters  of  San  Francisco  approved  Proposition  M.  the  Accountable  Planning  Initiative,  which 
added  Section  101.1  to  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Code  to  establish  eight  Priority  Policies.  These  policies  are: 
preservation  and  enhancement  of  neighborhood-serving  retail  uses;  protection  of  neighborhood  character; 
preservation  and  enhancement  of  affordable  housing;  discouragement  of  commuter  automobiles;  protection  of 
industrial  and  service  land  uses  from  commercial  office  development  and  enhancement  of  resident  employment  and 
business  ownership;  maximization  of  earthquake  preparedness;  landmark  and  historic  building  preservation;  and 
protection  of  open  space.  Prior  to  issuing  a  permit  for  any  project  which  requires  an  Initial  Study  under  CEQA;  prior 
to  issuing  a  permit  for  any  demolition,  conversion,  or  change  of  use;  and  prior  to  taking  any  action  which  requires 
a  finding  of  consistency  with  the  General  Plan,  the  City  is  required  to  find  that  the  proposed  revised  project  or 
legislation  is  consistent  with  the  Priority  Policies.  The  case  report  and  approval  motions  for  the  revised  project  will 
contain  the  analysis  determining  whether  the  proposed  revised  project  is  consistent  with  the  Priority  Policies. 

The  Planning  Commission  must  certify  the  SEIR  as  a  complete  and  accurate  environmental  document  for  the  revised 
project  prior  to  taking  any  approval  actions.  As  described  above,  the  revised  project  would  require  approval  under 
Section  304  of  the  Planning  Code  for  Conditional  Use  authorization  as  a  Planned  Unit  Development  for  the 
development  of  a  site  in  excess  10,000  square  feet,  for  a  retail  space  in  excess  of  6,000  square  feet,  and  for  a 
variation  in  the  height  requirement;  and  building  permits  from  the  Department  of  Building  Inspection.  Approvals 
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necessary  for  the  revised  project  and  the  relationship  of  the  revised  project  to  Planning  Code  requirements  will  be 
described  in  the  SEIR. 

B,  ENVIRONMENTAL  EFFECTS 

All  items  except  Transportation/Circulation  on  the  Initial  Study  Environmental  Evaluation  Checklist  have  been 
checked  "No,"  indicating  that,  upon  evaluation,  staff  has  determined  that  the  proposed  revised  project  could  not  have 
a  significant  adverse  environmental  effect.  For  items  where  the  conclusion  is  "To  be  Determined,"  the  analysis  will 
be  included  in  the  SEIR.  Several  of  the  Checklist  items  have  been  checked  "Discussed,"  indicating  that  the  Initial 
Study  text  includes  discussion  about  that  particular  issue.  For  all  of  the  items  checked  "No"  without  a  discussion, 
the  conclusions  regarding  potential  significant  adverse  environmental  effects  are  based  on  field  observation,  staff 
experience  and  expertise  on  similar  projects,  and/or  standard  reference  material  available  within  the  Planning 
Department  such  as  the  Department's  Transportation  Guidelines for  Environmental  Review,  or  the  California  Natural 
Diversity  Data  Base  and  maps,  published  by  the  California  Department  of  Fish  and  Game.  For  each  Checklist  item, 
staff  considered  both  the  individual  and  cumulative  impacts  of  the  proposed  revised  project. 


1.    Land  Use  -  Could  the  project:  Yes       No  Discussed 

a.  Disrupt  or  divide  the  physical  arrangement  of  an 

established  community?  □         I  ■ 

b.  Have  any  substantial  impact  upon  the  existing  character 

of  the  vicinity?  □         ■  ■ 


The  project  site  is  located  in  the  Potrero  Hill  neighborhood  on  the  south  edge  of  a  concentration  of  commercial  and 
industrial  development.  Development  to  the  south  of  the  site  is  dominated  by  single-family  and  multi-family 
residential  buildings.  The  site,  consisting  of  a  single  parcel  occupying  the  entire  block  bounded  by  1 7th,  Rhode 
Island,  Mariposa,  and  Kansas  Streets,  is  presently  vacant.  The  former  two-story  steel-framed  warehouse  used  by 
S  &  C  Ford  was  demolished  subsequent  to  the  previous  project  approval. 

Introduction  of  New  Land  Uses 

The  revised  project  would  convert  an  existing  light  industrial  and  service  use  to  mixed-use  residential/commercial 
and  parking. 

Change  in  Neighborhood  Character 

The  proposed  project  would  entail  construction  of  a  mixed-use  residential  and  commercial/retail  and  parking  uses 
on  a  vacant  lot.  The  proposed  project  would  add  to  existing  residential  and  commercial/retail  land  uses  surrounding 
the  site.  Though  the  largest  commercial  land  use  (by  floor  area)  is  showroom  or  design,  the  development  of  an 
additional  mixed-use  building  in  the  area  would  not  be  a  significant  effect  because  it  would  be  in  an  area  that  is 
intensively  developed  with  a  mix  of  commercial,  industrial,  and  residential  uses.  A  large  office  building  has  been 
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constructed  immediately  north  of  the  site  at  350  Rhode  Island.  The  area  is  already  well  developed  with  support 
services  and  amenities  for  local  businesses  and  would  not  require  or  generate  substantial  additional  demand  for  new 
services  or  amenities.  The  proposed  residential  and  retail  uses,  including  a  grocery  store,  would  be  generally 
compatible  with  the  prevailing  urbanized  character  of  the  area.  Because  the  revised  project  would  be  developed 
within  the  existing  block  and  street  configuration,  it  could  not  divide  the  physical  arrangement  of  an  established 
community. 

In  conclusion,  the  proposed  revised  project  would  not  result  in  significant  adverse  land  use  impacts.  However,  for 
informational  purposes,  the  SEIR  will  discuss  land  use. 

Yes       No  Discussed 

2.    Visual  Quality  -  Could  the  project: 

a.  Have  a  substantial,  demonstrable  negative  aesthetic  effect? 

b.  Substantially  degrade  or  obstruct  any  scenic  view  or  vista 
now  observed  from  public  areas? 

c.  Generate  obtrusive  light  or  glare  substantially  impacting 
other  properties? 

aesthetic  effect 

Aesthetics  and  urban  design  are  subjective  fields,  and  individuals  may  hold  differing  opinions  about  the  aesthetic 
design  of  any  proposed  project.  The  revised  project  design  is  intended  to  complement  neighboring  buildings  in  terms 
of  organization,  scale,  and  materials. 

The  new  project  would  follow  a  massing  profile  similar  to  the  previous  project  stepping  up  the  north  slope  of  Potrero 
Hill.  The  height  of  the  building  would  vary,  from  about  SlVi  feet  at  the  comer  ofl7'^  Street  and  Kansas  Street  to 
about  I6V2  feet  at  the  comer  of  Kansas  Street  and  Mariposa  Street. 

Although  visual  quality  is  subjective,  given  the  new  project  sponsor's  intention  to  use  exterior  materials  similar  to 
buildings  in  the  area  and  the  fact  the  revised  project  would  be  in  a  densely  developed  area  within  a  group  of  buildings 
of  comparable  height,  the  revised  project  would  not  result  in  a  substantial  or  demonstrable  negative  aesthetic  effect, 
nor  would  it  substantially  degrade  the  existing  visual  character  of  the  site  and  its  surroundings.  Design 
considerations  are  left  to  the  decision  makers  who  must  decide  whether  to  approve  or  disapprove  the  proposed 
revised  project,  for  reasons  other  than  significant  environmental  effects.  During  the  Conditional  Use  review 
processes,  more  details  about  the  final  design  proposal  are  typically  available  to  the  public  and  to  decision  makers 
than  during  environmental  review.  Aesthetic  and  design  features  of  the  revised  project  may  be  more  fully  considered 
and  addressed  at  that  time. 


□  ■  ■ 

□  ■  ■ 

□  ■  ■ 
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glare 

The  design  of  the  proposed  revised  project  would  comply  with  Planning  Commission  Resolution  No.  9212,  which 
prohibits  the  use  of  mirrored  or  reflective  glass.  The  proposed  revised  project  would  not  contain  mirrored  glass, 
would  not  include  exterior  lighting  in  excess  of  amounts  common  and  accepted  in  urban  areas,  and  would  direct 
exterior  lighting  to  minimize  glare  on  neighboring  buildings  or  streets.  There  may  be  photovoltaic  cells  on  the  roof, 
however,  there  would  be  a  minium  of  glare  from  the  cells  as  they  generally  have  a  low  degree  of  reflectivity,  would 
be  horizontal  on  the  roof,  and  would  be  partially  screened  from  view  from  the  neighboring  residences. 


views 

Scenic  views  currently  available  to  the  public  in  the  vicinity  of  the  project  site  are  available  from  higher  elevations 
on  Potrero  Hill.  From  the  southwest  comer  of  the  site  (at  the  intersection  of  Mariposa  and  Kansas  Streets),  there  are 
views  of  the  downtown  skyline,  the  Bay  Bridge,  Verba  Buena,  and  the  East  Bay  hills.  Private  buildings  in  the  area 
may  have  views  of  the  hill,  neighborhood,  or  beyond.  Views  from  public  streets  or  private  properties  may  be  altered 
by  the  proposed  construction,  but  they  are  not  expected  to  change  considerably  given  that  the  neighborhood  is 
densely  developed  and  the  previous  S  &  C  Ford  building  covered  the  entire  site  and  reached  a  height  of  35  feet  at 
17""  Street.  Although  the  proposed  revised  project  would  be  about  52/4  feet  high  at  Kansas  and  17'*'  Street,  views 
would  not  change  considerably  due  to  the  floor  plates  stepping  up  Potrero  Hill.  For  the  reasons  cited  above,  no 
significant  visual  impacts  would  occur.  Nonetheless,  due  to  the  size  of  the  site  and  therefore  the  visibility  of  the 
proposed  new  construction,  the  SEIR  will  include  visual  simulations  and  discussion  of  these  issues  for  information 
purposes. 


Yes        No  Discussed 

3.    Population  -  Could  the  project: 

a.  Induce  substantial  growth  or  concentration  of  population?  □         ■  ■ 

b.  Displace  a  large  number  of  people  (involving  either  housing 

or  employment)?  □         ■  ■ 

c.  Create  a  substantial  demand  for  additional  housing  in 

San  Francisco,  or  substantially  reduce  the  housing  supply?  □         ■  ■ 


The  addition  of  up  to  168  units  of  housing,  about  4,000  square  feet  of  retail  space  and  approximately  34,500  square 
feet  of  grocery  food  market  use  would  increase  the  daily  population  on  the  project  site  by  about  330  people  (the 
original  project  would  have  created  about  1,100  net  new  jobs).  This  figure  is  based  on  a  density  of  1 .35  residents  per 
studio/one-bedroom  (93  units)  and  1 .8  residents  per  two-/three-bedroom  units  (77  units),  which  would  total  about  265 
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persons;'  one  retail  employee  per  350  gross  square  feet  of  retail  space  (29  employees);^  and  about  35  employees  for 
the  food  market  space.^  While  potentially  noticeable  to  the  immediately  adjacent  neighbors,  this  population  increase 
would  be  small  relative  to  the  existing  population  of  the  concentrated  commercial  and  residential  uses  in  the  project 
area,  and  would  not  be  a  significant  impact  of  the  proposed  revised  project.  The  physical  environmental  effects  of 
this  increase  in  population  on  site  will  be  addressed  in  the  transportation  section  of  the  SEIR. 

The  site  is  currently  vacant  and  no  jobs  would  be  displaced.  Approximately  65  new  jobs  would  be  created  which 
could  increase  the  housing  demand,  however,  this  demand  would  be  offset  by  the  proposed  168  units  that  would  be 
added  to  the  housing  supply  in  the  City. 

Yes       No  Discussed 

4.    Transportation/Circulation  -  Could  the  project: 

a.  Cause  an  increase  in  traffic  which  is  substantial  in  relation 

to  the  existing  traffic  load  and  capacity  of  the  street  system?  To  be  Determined 

b.  Interfere  with  existing  transportation  systems,  causing  substantial 

alterations  to  circulation  patterns  or  major  traffic  hazards?  To  be  Determined 

c.  Cause  a  substantial  increase  in  transit  demand  which  cannot  be 

accommodated  by  existing  or  proposed  transit  capacity?  To  be  Determined 

d.  Cause  a  substantial  increase  in  parking  demand  which  cannot  be 

accommodated  by  existing  parking  facilities?  To  be  Determined 


The  proposed  revised  project  would  include  about  323  parking  spaces  and  two  loading  dock  spaces  (compared  to 
approximately  567  parking  spaces  proposed  in  the  original  project  for  the  site).  The  increase  in  population  on  the 
project  site  would  result  in  increased  demands  on  the  local  transportation  system,  including  increased  traffic,  transit 
demand,  and  parking  demand.  A  Transportation  Study  will  be  conducted  by  a  transportation  consultant  under  the 
supervision  of  the  Planning  Department  and  summarized  in  the  EIR.  The  study  will  address  the  impacts  of  the 
proposed  revised  project  on  traffic  and  vehicular  circulation,  transit,  pedestrian  circulation,  bicycling,  parking,  freight 
loading  during  project  construction  and  occupancy,  and  cumulative  traffic  impacts. 


1 .  Factors  from:  Table  CI,  Demographic  Factors  for  the  Propposed  Mission  Bay  Project,  Persons-per-Household  by  Unit  Size, 
Volume  III,  Appendicies,  Section  C,  p.  5,  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  Department  of  City  Planning,  Mission  Bay 
Subsequent  EIR,  96.771,  Certified  September  17,  1998. 

^    City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  Department  of  City  Planning,  Guidelines  for  Environmental  Review:  Transportation 
Impacts,  Appendix  1,  July  1991. 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  Department  of  City  Planning,  1 750  -1 770  Fulton  Street  Negative  Declaration,  98.3 1 8E, 
March  25,  1999. 
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Yes  No  Discussed 

5.    Noise  -  Could  the  project: 

a.  Increase  substantially  the  ambient  noise  levels  for  adjoining 

areas?  □  ■  ■ 

b.  Violate  Title  24  Noise  Insulation  Standards,  if  applicable?  □  ■  ■ 

c.  Be  substantially  impacted  by  existing  noise  levels?  □  ■  □ 


The  proposed  construction  could  generate  noise  and  possibly  vibration  that  may  be  considered  an  annoyance  by 
occupants  of  nearby  properties.  However,  due  to  the  temporary  and  intermittent  nature  of  construction  noise,  and  the 
relatively  high  traffic  noise  levels  already  existing  in  the  immediate  area,  it  would  not  be  significant.  Construction 
noise  is  regulated  by  the  San  Francisco  Noise  Ordinance  (Article  29  of  the  San  Francisco  Police  Code).  The  Noise 
Ordinance  requires  that  construction  work  be  conducted  in  the  following  manner:  1)  noise  levels  of  construction 
equipment,  other  than  impact  tools,  must  not  exceed  80  decibels  (DBA;  a  unit  of  measure  for  sound  -  "A"  denotes 
the  A-weighted  scale,  which  simulates  the  response  of  the  human  ear  to  various  frequencies  of  sound)  at  a  distance 
of  100  feet  from  the  source  (the  equipment  generating  the  noise);  2)  impact  tools  must  have  intake  and  exhaust 
mufflers  that  are  approved  by  the  Director  of  the  Department  of  Public  Works  to  best  accomplish  maximum  noise 
reduction;  and  3)  if  the  noise  from  the  construction  work  would  exceed  the  ambient  noise  levels  at  the  site  property 
line  by  5  DBA,  the  work  must  not  be  conducted  between  8:00  PM  and  7:00  AM,  unless  the  Director  of  the 
Department  of  Public  Works  authorizes  a  special  permit  for  conducting  the  work  during  that  period.  Because  revised 
project  construction  noise  would  be  temporary  and  intermittent  and  thus  would  not  be  considered  significant, 
construction  noise  requires  no  further  analysis  and  will  not  be  addressed  in  the  SEIR. 

The  noise  generated  by  occupancy  of  the  proposed  mixed-use  residential/commercial/parking  building  would  be 
limited  to  vehicles  arriving  at  and  departing  from  the  internal  parking  structure  and  loading  zones.  Based  on 
published  scientific  acoustic  studies,  to  produce  an  increase  in  ambient  noise  levels  noticeable  to  most  people  in  the 
project  area,  the  traffic  volumes  in  the  area  would  need  to  double.  A  traffic  study  conducted  for  the  proposed  revised 
project  and  350  Rhode  Island  project  evaluated  the  potential  cumulative  traffic  associated  with  the  two  projects,  and 
concluded  that  traffic  volumes  would  increase  on  the  order  of  approximately  twenty  percent.''  To  minimize  potential 
noise  impacts  to  the  existing  residences  located  on  Kansas  Street,  all  parking  garage  entrances/exits  would  be  on 
Rhode  Island  Street,  and  the  loading  docks  would  be  on  17"'  Street.  Hence,  operational  noise  requires  no  further 
analysis  and  will  not  be  discussed  in  the  SEIR. 


*  Wilbur  Smith  Associates,  1^'' /Rhode  Island  Transportation  Study,  Final  Report,  August  10,  1999.  A  copy  of  this  land 
use  study  is  available  for  public  review  in  Project  File  98.714E  at  the  Planning  Department,  1660  Mission  Street,  fifth  floor,  San 
Francisco. 
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6.    Air  Quality/Climate  -  Could  the  project: 

a.  Violate  any  ambient  air  quality  standard  or  contribute 
substantially  to  an  existing  or  projected  air  quality  violation? 

b.  Expose  sensitive  receptors  to  substantial  pollutant 
concentrations? 

c.  Permeate  its  vicinity  with  objectionable  odors? 

d.  Alter  wind,  moisture  or  temperature  (including  sun  shading 
effects)  so  as  to  substantially  affect  public  areas,  or  change 
the  climate  either  in  the  community  or  region? 

Air  Quality 

The  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management  District  (BAAQMD)  operates  a  regional  air  quality  monitoring  network 
which  measures  the  ambient  concentrations  of  six  air  pollutants  (the  "criteria  pollutants")  in  the  Bay  Area  Air  Basin: 
ozone  (O3),  carbon  monoxide  (CO),  fme  particulate  matter  (PM,o),  lead  (Pb),  nitrogen  dioxide  (NO2)  and  sulfur 
dioxide  (SO2). 

The  federal  Clean  Air  Act  of  1970  (amended  in  1990)  and  the  California  Clean  Air  Act  of  1988  require  that  the  State 
Air  Resources  Board,  based  on  air  quality  monitoring  data,  designate  portions  of  the  state  where  the  federal  or  state 
ambient  air  quality  standards  are  not  met  as  "non-attainment  areas."  Because  of  the  differences  between  the  federal 
and  state  standards,  the  designation  of  non-attainment  areas  is  different  under  federal  and  state  legislation.  On  the 
basis  of  the  air  quality  monitoring  data,  the  Bay  Area  was  designated  by  the  BAAQMD  as  a  "non-attainment"  area 
with  respect  to  the  federal  O3  and  CO  standards.  In  1995,  the  Bay  Area  was  redesignated  by  the  U.S.  Environmental 
Protection  Agency  as  a  "maintenance  area"  for  O3,  and  in  1997,  the  Bay  Area  was  redesignated  as  a  "maintenance 
area"  for  CO.  However,  in  June  of  1998,  the  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  based  on  data  from  1995-1997, 
reclassified  the  Bay  Area  again  as  a  non-attainment  area  for  O3,  essentially  reversing  the  1995  action.  The  Bay  Area 
Air  Basin  is  an  attainment  area  or  is  unclassified  for  all  other  federal  ambient  air  quality  standards. 

A  four-year  (1994  to  1997)  summary  of  data  collected  at  the  BAAQMD  monitoring  station  at  10  Arkansas  Street 
(about  four  blocks  east  of  the  project  site)  indicates  that  there  were  no  violations  of  either  the  state  one-hour  or 
eight-hour  CO  standards,  or  the  standards  for  O3,  nitrogen  dioxide,  sulfur  dioxide  or  lead.  Prior  to  1989,  occasional 
violations  of  the  state  and  federal  8-hour  standard  for  carbon  monoxide  were  also  recorded  annually.  Carbon 
monoxide  is  a  non-reactive  air  pollutant,  of  which  motor  vehicles  are  the  major  source.  Carbon  monoxide 
concentrations  are  generally  highest  during  periods  of  peak  traffic  congestion.  The  state  PM,o  standard  (but  not  the 
federal)  was  exceeded  on  0  to  6  days  each  year  during  the  1 994- 1 997  period.  Particulate  levels  are  relatively  low  near 
the  coast  and  increase  with  distance  from  the  coast,  peaking  in  dry,  sheltered  valleys.  The  primary  sources  of 


Yes  No  Discussed 

□  ■  ■ 

□  ■  ■ 

□  ■  □ 

□  ■  ■ 
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particulates  in  San  Francisco  are  construction  and  demolition,  combustion  of  fuels  for  heating,  and  vehicle  travel  over 
paved  roads.^ 

A  comparison  of  these  data  with  those  from  other  BAAQMD  air  quality  monitoring  stations  indicates  that  San 
Francisco's  air  quality  is  among  the  least  degraded  of  all  urbanized  portions  of  the  Bay  Area.  Three  of  the  prevailing 
winds  which  blow  off  the  Pacific  Ocean  -  west,  northwest,  and  west-northwest  -  reduce  the  potential  for  San  Francisco 
to  receive  air  pollutants  from  elsewhere  in  the  region,  and  these  winds  also  disperse  air  pollutants  arising  in  San 
Francisco  to  other  parts  of  the  Bay  Area. 

San  Francisco,  like  all  other  sub-regions  in  the  Bay  Area,  contributes  to  regional  air  pollutant  concentrations, 
primarily  O3,  in  other  parts  of  the  Bay  Area.  Ozone  is  not  emitted  directly  from  air  pollutant  sources,  but  is  produced 
in  the  atmosphere  over  time  and  distance  through  a  complex  series  of  photochemical  reactions  involving  hydrocarbons 
(HC)  and  nitrogen  oxides  (NO^),  which  are  carried  downwind  as  the  photochemical  reactions  occur.  Ozone  standards 
are  violated  most  often  in  the  Santa  Clara,  Livermore  and  Diablo  Valleys,  because  local  topography  and 
meteorological  conditions  favor  the  build-up  of  O3  precursors  there. 

Air  quality  impacts  from  a  project  such  as  the  proposed  residential  mixed-use  project  result  from  project  construction 
and  operation.  Construction  emissions,  primarily  dust  generated  by  earthmoving  activities  and  criteria  air  pollutants 
emitted  by  construction  vehicles,  would  have  a  short-term  effect  on  air  quality.  Operational  emissions,  generated  by 
project  traffic  and  by  combustion  of  natural  gas  for  building  space,  water  heating,  refrigeration  and  other  grocery 
operations  would  continue  to  affect  air  quality  throughout  the  lifetime  of  the  project. 

Revised  project  Construction 

Construction  activities  such  as  excavation,  grading,  and  construction  vehicle  traffic;  and  wind  blowing  over  exposed 
soil  would  generate  exhaust,  dust  and  finer  particulate  matter,  and  other  pollutants  that  would  add  to  the  particulate 
matter  in  the  local  atmosphere  while  soil  is  exposed,  which  would  have  a  significant  impact  on  local  air  quality  for 
a  period  of  months  if  not  mitigated.  Construction  dust  is  composed  mainly  of  large  particles  that  settle  out  of  the 
atmosphere  more  rapidly  with  increasing  distance  from  the  source.  Under  high  winds,  exceeding  12  miles  per  hour, 
localized  effects  from  wind-blown  dust  include  human  discomfort.  More  of  a  nuisance  than  a  hazard  for  most  people, 
this  dust  could  affect  persons  with  respiratory  diseases,  as  well  as  sensitive  electronic  or  communications  equipment. 
To  reduce  the  quantity  of  dust  generated  during  project  construction,  and  reduce  the  significant  air  quality  impact  from 
dust  generation  to  a  less  than  significant  level,  the  project  sponsor  would  implement  Mitigation  Measure  Number 
1  listed  in  the  Mitigation  Measures  section  of  this  Initial  Study. 


5.  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management  District,  BAAQMD  CEQA  Guidelines,  Assessing  the  Air  Quality  Impacts  of 

Projects  and  Plans,  April  1996. 
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Revised  project  Operation 

Revised  project  operation  would  affect  local  air  quality  by  increasing  the  number  of  vehicles  on  the  local  street 
network  used  by  project  traffic,  and  by  introducing  stationary  source  emissions  to  the  project  site.  Transportation 
sources  would  account  for  over  90  percent  of  operational  project-related  emissions.  Stationary  source  emissions, 
generated  by  combustion  of  natural  gas  for  building  space,  water  heating,  refrigeration,  and  other  grocery  operations 
would  be  less  than  significant. 

Local  Impacts 

On  the  local  scale,  the  project  would  change  traffic  on  the  local  street  network,  thus  changing  carbon  monoxide  (CO) 
levels  along  roadways  used  by  project  traffic.  Carbon  monoxide  is  an  odorless,  colorless  poisonous  gas  whose 
primary  source  in  the  Bay  Area  is  automobiles.  Concentrations  of  this  gas  are  highest  near  intersections  of  major 
roads. 

The  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management  District  has  identified  three  criteria,  the  exceedance  of  any  one  criterion 
would  require  the  estimation  of  local  CO  concentrations: 

•  Project  vehicle  emissions  would  exceed  550  pounds  per  day 

•  Project  traffic  would  impact  intersections  or  roadway  links  operating  at  Level  of  Service  (LOS)  D,  E  or  F  or 
would  cause  LOS  to  decline  to  D,  E  or  F 

•  Project  traffic  would  increase  traffic  volumes  on  nearby  roadways  by  10  percent  or  more. 

The  revised  project  generated  traffic  would  cause  the  signalized  intersections  at  Potrero  Avenue  and  1 7th  Street  to 
decline  from  a  current  LOS  C  to  Level  of  Service  D,  and  at  Potrero  and  16*  Street  to  decline  from  a  current  LOS  D 
to  Level  of  Service  E.  The  URBEMIS-2001  computer  program  (calculates  vehicle  trip  emissions  to  and  from  a 
project)  was  applied  to  the  revised  project  daily  trip  generation  under  winter  conditions  to  estimate  the  total  CO  (for 
consistency)  emissions  that  would  be  generated  by  revised  project  traffic.  The  resulting  emission  of  523  pounds/day 
of  CO  from  revised  project  traffic  does  exceed  the  BAAQMD  threshold  of  significance  of  550  pounds/day. 

Table  1  shows  the  predicted  1  -hour  and  8 -hour  averaged  CO  concentrations  at  the  intersection  that  met  the  BAAQMD 
criteria  for  modeling.  Traffic  from  the  proposed  revised  project  would  increase  both  the  1-hour  and  8-hour 
concentrations  by  0.3  and  0.2  ppm,  respectively,  however,  the  carbon  monoxide  concentrations  at  the  intersection 
would  be  below  the  applicable  state  and  federal  standards.  Therefore,  the  proposed  revised  project  would  have  a  less 
than  significant  impact  on  local  CO  concentrations. 
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Table  1 

EXISTING  AND  PROJECTED  CURBSIDE  CARBON  MONOXIDE 
CONCENTRATIONS  AT  POTRERO  AND  17TH  STREET 
AND  POTRERO  AND  16™  STREET  INTERSECTION* 


Intersection 

Without  Project  (2002) 
1-Hour  8-Hour 

With  Project  and  350 
Rhode  Island  (2002) 
1-Hour  8-Hour 

Potrero  Avenue/ 16th  Street 

8.3 

5.6 

8.6 

5.8 

Potrero  Avenue/ 17th  Street 

8.3 

5.6 

8.6 

5.8 

Most  Stringent  Standard 

20.0 

9.0 

20.0 

9.0 

*      Calculations  were  made  using  a  screening  procedure  contained  in  the  BAAQMD  CEQA  Guidelines.  Background  concentrations  of  6.3  parts 
per  million  (ppm)  ( 1  -hour)  and  4.2  ppm  (8-hour)  were  calculated  using  1 992  isopleths  of  carbon  monoxide  concentration  and  rollback  factors 
developed  by  the  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management  District.  The  one-hour  state  standard  is  20  ppm,  the  one-hour  federal  standard  is  35 
ppm,  and  the  eight-hour  state  and  federal  standards  are  9  ppm.  Emission  factors  were  derived  from  the  California  Air  Resources  Board 
EMFAC7F  computer  model  (Version  1.1). 

Source:  Don  Ballanti,  Certified  Consulting  Meteorologist. 


Regional  Impacts 

Project  traffic  would  also  affect  air  quality  outside  the  project  vicinity.  Vehicle  trips  to  and  from  the  project  site  would 
result  in  air  pollutant  emissions  over  the  entire  Bay  Area.  The  URBEMIS-2001  computer  program  was  employed  to 
calculate  the  air  pollutant  emissions  associated  with  the  proposed  project.  Table  2  shows  the  daily  increases  in  regional 
air  pollutant  emissions  from  project  travel.  Guidelines  for  the  evaluation  of  project  impacts  issued  by  the  Bay  Area  Air 
Quality  Management  District  consider  air  pollutant  emission  increases  to  be  significant  if  the  project  emissions  exceed  80 
pounds/day  for  regional  air  pollutants  (reactive  hydrocarbons  [HC],  nitrogen  oxides  [NOx],  and  PM,o).  As  shown  in  Table 
2,  project  emissions  are  below  the  significance  threshold  for  these  air  pollutants.  Therefore,  the  proposed  project  would 
have  a  less  than  significant  impact  on  regional  air  quality. 


Table  2 

PROJECT  REGIONAL  EMISSIONS  IN  POUNDS  PER  DAY* 


Reactive 
Hydrocarbons 

Nitrogen  Oxides 

PM,„ 

BAAQMD  Threshold 

80.0 

80.0 

80.0 

Project  Daily  Emission 

44.5 

37.0 

19.8 

*  Estimates  of  regional  emissions  generated  by  project  traffic  were  made  using  a  complex  computer  program  called  URBEMIS-200 1 .  Inputs 
to  the  URBEMIS-200 1  program  include  trip  generation  rates,  vehicle  mix,  average  trip  length  by  trip  type  and  average  speed.  Trip  generation 
rates  for  project  land  uses  were  provided  by  the  project  transportation  consultant.  Average  trip  lengths  and  vehicle  mixes  for  the  Bay  Area 
were  used.  Average  speed  for  all  types  of  trips  was  assumed  to  be  25  miles  per  hour  (mph).  The  analysis  assumed  a  year  2004  vehicle  mix. 
The  URBEMIS-2001  runs  assumed  summertime  conditions  for  ROG,  NOX  and  PM,o. 

Source:  Don  Ballanti,  Certified  Consulting  Meteorologist 
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Shadow 

The  new  450  Rhode  Island  Street  building  would  be  two  stories  tall  (ISYz  feet  at  the  comer  of  Mariposa  and  Kansas 
Streets)  and  five  stories  tall  (about  49 1/2  feet  )along  17th  Street,  which  would  incrementally  increase  the  amount  of  shadow 
on  area  streets  and  sidewalks  and  adjacent  properties  at  certain  times  of  the  day  and  year.  Section  295  of  the  San  Francisco 
Planning  Code  was  adopted  in  response  to  Proposition  K  (passed  in  November  1 984)  in  order  to  protect  certain  public  open 
spaces  from  shadowing  by  new  structures  during  the  period  between  one  hour  after  sunrise  and  one  hour  before  sunset, 
year  round.  Section  295  restricts  new  shadow  upon  public  spaces  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Recreation  and  Park 
Department  by  any  structure  exceeding  40  feet  unless  the  Planning  Commission  finds  the  impact  to  be  insignificant.  To 
determine  whether  the  original  project  would  conform  with  Section  295,  a  shadow  fan  analysis  was  prepared  by  the 
Planning  Department,  which  concluded  that  project  shadow  would  not  shade  public  areas  subject  to  Section  295.  The 
revised  project  cast  a  similar  shadow  and  would  not  shade  public  areas.  The  revised  project,  however,  would  at  times  shade 
portions  of  l?*,  Rhode  Island,  and  Kansas  Streets,  as  well  as  the  sidewalks  adjacent  to  the  project  buildings  along  these 
streets.  A  copy  of  the  shadow  fan  analysis  for  the  original  project  is  available  for  review  in  Project  File  No.  99.410E  at 
the  Planning  Department,  1660  Mission  Street,  San  Francisco. 

The  shading  of  adjacent  streets,  sidewalks,  and  private  properties  would  not  be  considered  a  significant  adverse  impact  of 
the  proposed  project  for  the  following  reasons:  a)  based  on  the  shadow  fan  analysis,  the  proposed  revised  project  would 
not  shade  public  areas  subject  to  Section  295  of  the  Planning  Code;  b)  a  limited  number  and  amount  of  private  parcels, 
as  opposed  to  a  regional  public  facility  or  property,  would  be  affected  by  shading  from  the  proposed  development;  and  c) 
the  net  new  shading  of  adjacent  parcels  which  would  result  from  constructing  the  new  buildings  and  altering  the  existing 
buildings  would  be  limited  in  scope,  and  would  not  increase  the  total  amount  of  shading  above  levels  which  are  common 
and  generally  accepted  in  urban  areas.  Therefore,  the  SEIR  will  not  discuss  the  shadow  impacts  of  the  proposed  revised 
project. 

Wind 

Wind  conditions  partly  determine  pedestrian  comfort  on  sidewalks  and  in  other  public  areas.  In  downtown  areas,  tall 
buildings  can  redirect  wind  flows  around  and  down  to  street  level,  resulting  in  increased  wind  speed  and  turbulence  at  street 
level.  The  original  project  did  not  appear  to  have  the  potential  to  cause  adverse  wind  accelerations  in  pedestrian  areas 
adjacent  to  the  site^,  and  the  since  the  massing  of  the  revised  project  would  be  similar,  the  minimal  effect  on  adverse  wind 
accelerations  would  be  about  the  same  as  the  original  project.  Although  the  long  axis  of  the  building  is  oriented  across 
the  prevailing  wind  direction,  the  52'/2-foot  maximum  height  of  the  structure  limits  the  strength  of  any  wind  accelerations 
that  would  be  generated  by  the  revised  project.  The  Kansas  Street  frontage  would  be  the  building  face  most  exposed  to 
the  winds  from  the  west,  but  very  little  of  the  Kansas  Street  facade  would  extend  above  the  existing  2-3-story  residences 
to  the  west.  Moreover,  a  proposed  mid-block  break  in  the  massing  for  the  open  space  commons  would  further  assist  in 
minimizing  potential  wind  accelerations.  Based  on  consideration  of  the  exposure,  massing,  and  orientation  of  the  proposed 


6.  Don  Ballanti,  Certified  Consulting  Meteorologist,  letter  to  During  Associates  December  8,  1999.  This  letter  is 

available  for  review  in  Project  File  No.  99.4 lOE  at  the  Planning  Department,  1660  Mission  Street,  San  Francisco. 
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revised  project  design,  the  revised  project  does  not  have  the  potential  to  cause  significant  changes  to  the  wind  environment. 
Therefore,  the  SEIR  will  not  discuss  wind  generated  by  the  proposed  revised  project. 


Yes        No  Discussed 


7.    Utilities/Public  Services  -  Could  the  project: 


a.  Breach  published  national,  state  or  local  standards  relating  to 

solid  waste  or  litter  control?  □  ■  □ 

b.  Extend  a  sewer  trunk  line  with  capacity  to  serve  new 

development?  □  ■  □ 

c.  Substantially  increase  demand  for  schools,  recreation  or  other 

public  facilities?  □  ■  □ 

d.  Require  major  expansion  of  power,  water,  or  communications 

facilities?  □  ■  ■ 


The  proposed  revised  project  would  incrementally  increase  demand  for  and  use  of  public  services  and  utilities  on  the 
project  site,  but  not  in  excess  of  amounts  expected  and  provided  for  in  the  project  area.  The  revised  project  would  be 
undertaken  in  a  folly  built-out  area  of  San  Francisco,  where  all  services  and  utilities  are  currently  provided.  No  need  for 
any  expansion  of  public  service  or  public  utilities  is  anticipated.  The  new  buildings  would  be  designed  to  incorporate 
water-conserving  measures  such  as  low-flush  toilets  and  urinals,  as  required  by  California  State  Building  Code  Section 
402.0(c).  In  conclusion,  the  proposed  revised  project  would  not  result  in  significant  adverse  impacts  on  public  services 
and  utilities.  Therefore,  the  SEIR  will  not  discuss  public  services  and  utilities. 


Yes        No  Discussed 


8.    Biology  -  Could  the  project: 


Substantially  affect  a  rare  or  endangered  species  of  animal 

or  plant,  or  the  habitat  of  the  species?  □  ■  ■ 

Substantially  diminish  habitat  for  fish,  wildlife  or  plants,  or 
interfere  substantially  with  the  movement  of  any  resident  or 

migratory  fish  or  wildlife  species?  □  ■  □ 

Require  removal  of  substantial  numbers  of  mature,  scenic  trees?  □  ■  □ 


The  project  site  is  covered  with  impervious  surfaces  and  is  located  within  an  urban  area  which  has  been  developed  since 
the  late  nineteenth  century.  As  no  vegetation  or  wildlife  habitat  exists  on  the  site,  additional  development  on  the  site  would 
not  affect  any  plant  or  animal  habitats  or  interfere  with  the  movement  of  any  resident  or  migratory  animal  species.  The 
open  space  proposed  as  part  of  the  revised  project  would  include  street  trees  and  other  vegetation  appropriate  for  the  urban 
landscape  of  the  project  site.  In  conclusion,  the  proposed  revised  project  would  not  result  in  significant  adverse  impacts 
on  biology.  Therefore,  the  SEIR  will  not  discuss  biology. 
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Yes        No  Discussed 


a.  Expose  people  or  structures  to  major  geologic  hazards  (slides, 

subsidence,  erosion  and  liquefaction)?  □  ■  ■ 

b.  Change  substantially  the  topography  or  any  unique  geologic  or 

physical  features  of  the  site?  □         ■  □ 

The  elevation  of  the  project  site  ranges  from  approximately  17  feet  above  Mean  Sea  Level  (MSL)  at  the  northeast  comer 
to  about  73  feet  MSL  at  the  southwest  comer.  The  San  Francisco  General  Plan  Community  Safety  Element  contains  maps 
that  show  areas  in  the  City  subject  to  geologic  hazards.  The  project  site  is  located  in  an  area  subject  to  groundshaking  from 
earthquakes  along  the  San  Andreas  and  Northem  Hayward  faults  and  other  faults  in  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Area  (see  Maps 
2  and  3  in  the  Community  Safety  Element). 

Based  on  borings  taken  in  the  course  of  the  Phase  I  Environmental  Site  Assessment  completed  for  the  site  and  as  part  of 
the  ongoing  geotechnical  investigation,  the  project  site  is  underlain  by  2  to  16  feet  of  fill,  at  varying  depths  across  the  site. 
The  fill  consists  of  silty  sand,  gravel  with  clay  and  sand,  and  clay.  Below  the  fill  is  bedrock  of  the  Franciscan  Formation, 
consisting  of  weathered  and  fractured  Serpentine/Greenstone.  The  depth  to  groundwater  ranges  from  4  to  32  feet  below 
the  site  surface.^ 

Constmction  of  the  partially  below-grade  parking  levels  for  the  proposed  revised  project  would  require  excavation  of  most 
of  the  site  to  depths  ranging  from  about  three  feet  to  thirty  feet.  Approximately  30,000  cubic  yards  of  soil  would  be 
removed.  Given  the  depth  to  groundwater,  it  is  anticipated  that  temporary  dewatering  would  be  required  during 
constmction.  Preliminary  stmctural  calculations  indicate  that  the  proposed  building  would  be  supported  on  a  single 
concrete  mat  foundation  system  and  would  resist  the  uplift  hydrostatic  pressure  from  the  groundwater.^  The  basement 
excavation  should  be  shored  with  either  soldier  piles  (piles  driven  horizontally),  timber  beams  or  shotcrete  (sprayed 
cement),  or  with  a  cast-in-place  permanent  wall  extending  into  bedrock. 

The  site  is  located  outside  the  areas  of  liquefaction  potential  delineated  in  a  1992  City-commissioned  study  of  areas 
susceptible  to  liquefaction.'  Furthermore,  all  of  the  existing  soil  cover  would  be  removed  during  excavation  and  the 
basement  slab  would  be  properly  engineered  to  current  Building  Code  requirements,  ftirther  reducing  the  probability  that 
the  project  site  would  be  affected  by  soil  liquefaction,  settlement,  lateral  movement,  or  landsliding. 


7.  Treadwell  &  Rollo,  Summary  of  Geotechnical  and  Environmental  Issues,  450  Rhode  Island  Street,  San  Francisco, 
California,  This  report  is  available  for  public  review  in  Project  File  No.  99.4 lOE  at  the  Planning  Department,  1660 
Mission  Street,  fifth  floor,  San  Francisco. 

8.  Ibid. 

9.  State  of  California,  Seismic  Hazards  Zones,  Zones  of  Liquefaction  Potential,  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  April 
17,  1997. 
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The  Department  of  Building  Inspection  (DBI),  in  its  review  of  the  building  permit  application,  requires  the  project  sponsor 
to  prepare  a  geotechnical  report  to  assess  the  nature  and  severity  of  the  hazard(s)  on  the  site  and  recommend  revised  project 
design  and  construction  features  that  would  reduce  the  hazard(s).  To  ensure  compliance  with  all  San  Francisco  Building 
Code  provisions  regarding  structural  safety,  when  DBI  reviews  the  geotechnical  report  and  building  plans  for  the  proposed 
revised  project,  it  will  determine  necessary  engineering  and  design  features  for  the  project  to  reduce  potential  damage  to 
structures  from  groundshaking  and  liquefaction.  Therefore,  potential  damage  to  structures  from  geologic  hazards  on  the 
project  site  would  be  mitigated  through  the  DBI  requirement  for  a  geotechnical  report  and  review  of  the  building  permit 
application  pursuant  to  its  implementation  of  the  Building  Code.  The  SEIR  will  not  address  geology  and  soils. 


Yes        No  Discussed 

10.  Water  -  Could  the  project: 

a.  Substantially  degrade  water  quality,  or  contaminate  a  public 

water  supply?  □         ■  ■ 

b.  Substantially  degrade  or  deplete  ground  water  resources,  or 

interfere  substantially  with  ground  water  recharge?  □  ■  ■ 

c.  Cause  substantial  flooding,  erosion  or  siltation?  □  ■  □ 

Based  on  a  recent  geotechnical  report  prepared  by  Treadwell  and  Rollo,  groundwater  at  the  site  varies  from  4  to  32  feet 
below  the  ground  surface.'"  The  gradient  of  groundwater  flow  is  assumed  to  follow  the  topography  and  flow  northeast. 


Dewatering  of  the  project  site  is  likely  to  be  required  during  excavation.  If  dewatering  were  necessary,  the  final  soils  report 
would  address  the  potential  settlement  and  subsidence  impacts  of  this  dewatering.  Based  on  this  discussion,  the  soils  report 
would  determine  whether  or  not  a  lateral  movement  and  settlement  survey  should  be  done  to  monitor  any  movement  or 
settlement  of  surrounding  buildings  and  adjacent  streets.  If  a  monitoring  survey  were  recommended,  the  Department  of 
Building  Inspection  would  require  that  a  Special  Inspector  (as  defined  in  Article  3  of  the  Building  Code)  be  retained  by 
the  project  sponsor  to  perform  this  monitoring.  Instruments  would  be  used  to  monitor  potential  settlement  and  subsidence. 
If,  in  the  judgement  of  the  Special  Inspector,  unacceptable  movement  were  to  occur  during  construction,  groundwater 
recharge  would  be  used  to  halt  this  settlement.  The  project  sponsor  would  delay  construction  if  necessary.  Costs  for  the 
survey  and  any  necessary  repairs  to  service  lines  under  the  street  would  be  borne  by  the  project  sponsor. 

If  dewatering  were  necessary,  the  project  sponsor  and  its  contractor  would  follow  the  geotechnical  engineers' 
recommendations  regarding  dewatering  to  avoid  settlement  of  adjacent  streets,  utilities,  and  buildings  that  could  potentially 
occur  as  a  result  of  dewatering. 

In  addition,  any  groundwater  encountered  during  construction  of  the  proposed  project  would  be  subject  to  requirements 
of  the  City's  Industrial  Waste  Ordinance  (Ordinance  Number  199-77),  requiring  that  groundwater  meet  specified  water 
quality  standards  before  it  may  be  discharged  into  the  sewer  system.  The  Bureau  of  Environmental  Regulation  and 


10.     Treadwell  &  Rollo,  Inc.,  op.  cit. 
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Management  (BERM),  of  the  San  Francisco  Public  Utilities  Commission  must  be  notified  of  projects  necessitating 
dewatering,  and  may  require  groundwater  analysis  before  discharge.  Potential  degradation  of  groundwater  quality  as  a 
result  of  dewatering  during  project  construction  would  be  reduced  to  a  less  than  significant  level  through  BERM 
requirement  for  retention  of  groundwater  pumped  from  the  project  site  in  a  holding  tank,  and  analysis  of  the  quality  of  this 
groundwater  before  it  is  discharged  to  the  combined  sanitary  and  storm  drain  sewer  system. 

The  project  site  is  currently  covered  by  impervious  surfaces.  Site  drainage  would  be  redesigned  to  take  into  account  the 
below-grade  structure,  but  site  runoff  would  continue  to  drain  to  the  City's  combined  storm  and  sanitary  sewer  and  be 
treated  at  the  Southwest  Water  Pollution  Control  Plant  prior  to  discharge  to  San  Francisco  Bay.  Wastewater  treatment 
would  be  provided  pursuant  to  the  effluent  discharge  limitations  set  by  the  Plant's  National  Pollutant  Discharge  Elimination 
System  (NPDES)  Permit.  The  foundation  and  portions  of  the  building  below  grade  would  be  water  tight  to  avoid  the  need 
to  permanently  pump  and  discharge  water.  Stormwater  runoff  from  upstream  of  the  site  would  be  collected  along  Mariposa 
Street  and  conveyed  under  the  site  in  a  drainage  channel  that  would  discharge  into  the  City  storm  drain  system  along  17th 
Street.  Natural  groundwater  flow  would  continue  under  and  around  the  site.  The  revised  project,  therefore,  would  not 
substantially  alter  existing  groundwater  quality  or  flow  conditions. 

In  conclusion,  the  proposed  revised  project  would  not  result  in  significant  adverse  impacts  on  surface  water  or  groundwater 
quality.  Therefore,  the  SEIR  will  not  discuss  water. 


Yes        No  Discussed 

1 1 .  Energy/Natural  Resources  -  Could  the  project: 

a.  Encourage  activities  which  result  in  the  use  of  large  amounts 

of  fuel,  water,  or  energy,  or  use  these  in  a  wasteful  manner?  □         ■  ■ 

b.  Have  a  substantial  effect  on  the  potential  use,  extraction, 

or  depletion  of  a  natural  resource?  □         ■  □ 


Energy  Use 

The  project  includes  new  residential  units,  a  grocery  store,  retail  use  and  parking  areas.  Development  of  these  uses  would 
not  result  in  use  of  large  amounts  of  fuel,  water  or  energy  in  the  context  of  energy  use  throughout  the  City  and  region.  The 
project  would  meet  current  state  and  local  codes  concerning  energy  consumption,  including  Title  24  of  the  California  Code 
of Regulations  enforced  by  the  Department  of  Building  Inspection.  For  this  reason,  the  project  would  not  cause  a  wasteful 
use  of  energy,  and  would  have  a  less-than-signiflcant  impact  on  energy  and  natural  resources. 

The  proposed  project  would  increase  demand  for  and  use  of  public  services,  but  not  in  excess  of  amounts  expected  and 
provided  for  in  this  area.  San  Francisco  consumers  have  recently  experienced  rising  energy  costs  and  uncertainties 
regarding  the  supply  of  electricity.  The  root  causes  of  these  conditions  are  under  investigation  and  are  the  subject  of  much 
debate.  Part  of  the  problem  is  thought  to  be  that  the  State  does  not  generate  sufficient  energy  to  meet  its  demand  and  must 
import  energy  from  outside  sources.  Another  part  of  the  problem  may  be  the  lack  of  cost  controls  as  a  result  of 
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deregulation.  The  California  Energy  Commission  (CEC)  is  currently  considering  applications  for  the  development  of  new 
power-generating  facilities  in  San  Francisco,  the  Bay  Area  and  elsewhere  in  the  State.  These  facilities  could  supply 
additional  energy  to  the  power  supply  "grid"  within  the  next  few  years.  These  efforts,  together  with  conservation,  will  be 
part  of  the  statewide  effort  to  achieve  energy  sufficiency.  The  project  would  not  be  built  and  occupied  until  about  2004; 
therefore;  additional  generating  facilities  may  have  been  completed  by  the  time  the  project  is  in  operation.  The  project- 
generated  demand  for  electricity  would  be  negligible  in  the  context  of  the  overall  demand  with  San  Francisco  and  the  State, 
and  would  not  in  and  of  itself  require  a  major  expansion  of  power  facilities.  Therefore,  the  energy  demand  associated  with 
the  proposed  project  would  not  result  in  a  significant  physical  environmental  effect. 

Because  the  project  would  comply  with  the  energy  efficiency  regulations  of  Title  24,  it  would  not  be  considered  to  use 
energy  wastefuUy.  Based  on  this  evaluation,  no  substantial  environmental  effects  related  to  energy  use  are  expected  from 
the  proposed  project,  and  energy  consumption  will  not  be  discussed  further  in  the  EIR. 


Natural  Resource  Use 

Other  than  natural  gas  and  coal  fiiel  used  to  generate  the  electricity  for  the  project,  the  project  would  not  use  substantial 
quantities  of  other  non-renewable  natural  resources.  Therefore,  the  project  would  not  have  a  substantial  effect  on  the  use, 
extraction,  or  depletion  of  a  natural  resource,  and  this  topic  is  not  required  to  be  further  analyzed  on  the  EIR. 


Yes        No  Discussed 

12.  Hazards  -  Could  the  project: 

a.  Create  a  potential  public  health  hazard  or  involve  the  use, 
production  or  disposal  of  materials  which  pose  a  hazard  to 

people  or  animal  or  plant  populations  in  the  area  affected?  □  ■  ■ 

b.  Interfere  with  emergency  response  plans  or  emergency 

evacuation  plans?  □  ■  ■ 

c.  Create  a  potentially  substantial  fire  hazard?  □  ■  ■ 


This  section  addresses  the  potential  hazardous  materials  on  the  project  site  including  Underground  Storage  Tanks  (USTs), 
possible  asbestos  in  the  Serpentine  soils,  contaminants  in  the  soils  and  fire  hazards. 

A  Phase  I  Environmental  Site  Assessment  (ES  A)  was  conducted  for  the  project  by  ACC  Environmental  Consultants  ( ACC) 
in  January  1998"  which  described  the  land  use  history  of  the  project  site  and  area  that  may  have  involved  handling,  storage, 
or  disposal  of  hazardous  materials  that  could  have  affected  the  quality  of  soils  or  groundwater,  and  evaluated  the  potential 
presence  of  chemically-affected  soil  on  the  project  properties.  During  site  reconnaissance  performed  in  the  course  of  the 


1 1 .         ACC  Environmental  Consultants,  Phase  I  Environmental  Site  Assessment  Report.  450  Rhode  Island  Street,  San 

Francisco,  California,  January  13,  1998.  This  report  is  available  for  public  re  /iew  in  Project  File  No.  99.4  lOE  at  the 
Planning  Department,  1660  Mission  Street,  fifth  floor,  San  Francisco. 
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Phase  I  ESA,  ACC  observed  the  removal  of  nine  underground  storage  tanks  from  the  site.  The  tanks  were  removed  by 
Innovative  &  Creative  Environmental  Solutions  (ICES)  under  contract  with  Levine-Fricke-Recon,  Inc.'^,  and  a  letter  of 
case  closure  of  the  remediation  action  was  issued  by  the  San  Francisco  Department  of  Public  Health  on  February  26, 
1998.'' 

Soil  Contamination;  Underground  Storage  Tanks 

Nine  underground  storage  tanks  (USTs)  previously  located  under  the  sidewalks  on  Rhode  Island  and  Kansas  Streets  were 
removed  in  December  1 997  and  January  1 998.  Four  4,000-gallon  single-wall  USTs  were  located  under  the  Kansas  Street 
sidewalk  adjacent  to  the  site,  three  of  which  appeared  to  previously  contain  motor  oil,  while  the  fourth  was  used  to  store 
diesel  fuel.  Three  of  the  tanks  had  holes  indicating  that  they  had  leaked.  Elevated  concentrations  (up  to  6,400  mg/kg)  of 
total  petroleum  hydrocarbons  (TPH)  as  diesel  (TPHd)  were  encountered  in  the  soil  surrounding  the  removed  tanks. 
Additional  excavation  was  performed  to  remove  the  petroleum-affected  soil.  Four  single-wall  1,000-gallon  USTs 
previously  containing  gasoline  were  located  under  the  sidewalk  along  Rhode  Island  Street,  along  with  a  2,500-gallon  UST 
which  stored  gasoline.  Two  of  the  1,000-gallon  tanks  had  holes.  Elevated  concentrations  of  TPH  as  gasoline  (TPHg)  (up 
to  3,100  mg/kg)  and  TPHd  (up  to  760  mg/kg)  were  encountered  in  the  soil  surrounding  these  tanks.  About  16  cubic  yards 
of  contaminated  soil  were  removed  and  disposed  of  at  a  Class  I  hazardous  waste  landfill.  The  City  issued  a  closure  letter 
for  the  site  on  February  26,  1998,  indicating  that  no  further  remedial  action  was  required. 

Due  to  the  history  of  use  of  the  project  site  and  the  former  presence  of  leaking  USTs  on  the  site,  a  limited  subsurface  soil 
investigation  was  conducted  as  part  of  the  Phase  I  ESA  to  determine  if  soil  contaminants  had  migrated  beyond  the  existing 
building  and  onto  nearby  properties  down-gradient  of  the  site.  Three  soil  borings  were  drilled  along  the  perimeter  of  the 
north  end  of  the  site  on  the  site  in  December  1997.  Due  to  refusal  conditions  encountered  in  the  serpentine  bedrock,  soil 
samples  were  only  collected  from  a  boring  drilled  in  the  northeast  comer  of  the  property,  in  the  presumed  down-gradient 
direction  from  the  former  USTs.  Two  samples  were  collected  at  10.5  and  16  feet  below  ground  surface,  respectively,  and 
submitted  for  laboratory  analysis  for  TPHg  and  BTEX  (benzene,  toluene,  ethylbenzene,  and  xylenes).  No  detectable 
concentrations  of  TPHg  or  BTEX  were  identified  in  the  soil  samples. 

As  noted  above,  the  City  Department  of  Public  Health  issued  a  closure  letter  indicating  that  no  further  remedial  action  was 
required.  No  further  soil  sampling  or  remediation  is  required  by  the  City.  The  project  sponsor,  however,  will  provide  site 
monitoring  during  demolition  and  ground  disturbing  activities  to  determine  if  any  additional  soil  contamination  exists  and 
to  protect  construction  worker  and  the  public.  If  additional  soil  contamination  were  discovered,  removal/remediation  of 
contaminated  soils  would  be  conducted  in  accordance  with  local,  state  and  federal  regulations.  Construction  of  the  new 
building  at  450  Rhode  Island  Street  would  entail  excavation  of  about  30,000  cubic  yards  of  soil.  Disposal  of  this  soil  would 


12.  Levine-Fricke-Recon,  Underground  Storage  Tank  Removal  Report,  450  Rhode  Island  Street,  San  Francisco, 
California,  January  28,  1998.  This  report  is  available  for  public  review  in  Project  File  No.  99.410E  at  the  Planning 
Department,  1660  Mission  Street,  fifth  floor,  San  Francisco. 

13.  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  Department  of  Public  Health,  Environmental  Health  Management,  letter  from 
Albert  Lee,  Senior  Environmental  Health  Inspector,  to  Rick  England,  Lick  Wilmerding  High  School,  February  26, 
1998.  This  letter  is  available  for  public  review  in  Project  File  No.  99.4 lOE  at  the  Planning  Department,  1660  Mission 
Street,  fifth  floor,  San  Francisco. 
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be  subject  to  local  and  state  regulations,  including  laboratory  testing  to  identify  any  potential  contamination  and  procedures 
for  disposal  as  a  hazardous  waste,  if  warranted.  These  regulations  and  procedures  would  ensure  that  any  potential  impacts 
due  to  the  presence  of  petroleum  hydrocarbons,  heavy  metals,  or  other  hazardous  materials  in  soils  on  the  project  site  would 
be  reduced  to  a  less  than  significant  level. 

Other  Environmental  Conditions 

Eight  above-ground  storage  tanks  (ASTs)  have  been  removed.  The  asbestos-containing  building  materials  (ACBM)  and 
lead-based  paint  in  the  previous  building  on  the  site  have  been  removed  and  the  building  demolished  following  all 
appropriate  local,  state  and  Federal  requirements. 

Serpentine  Containing  Asbestos 

The  proposed  excavation  for  below-grade  parking  levels  would  encounter  Franciscan  Formation  bedrock  that  could  contain 
chrysotile,  a  variety  of  serpentine  that  constitutes  a  potentially  harmful  form  of  asbestos.  If  chrysotile  is  present  in  the  rock, 
operations  such  as  drilling,  ripping,  and  off-hauling  could  produce  dust  that  contains  asbestos.  This  could  be  a  short-term 
construction  hazard  possibly  affecting  on-site  personnel  and  persons  in  near-vicinity,  off-site  locations.  It  should  be 
determined  whether  the  bedrock  proposed  for  excavation  contains  chrysotile  serpentine.  If  the  bedrock  contains  chrysotile 
serpentine,  an  evaluation  would  be  required  to  determine  whether  construction  operations  would  disturb  the  bedrock.  If 
construction  operations  would  disturb  chrysotile  serpentine  in  the  bedrock,  measures  would  be  established  to  limit  dust 
generation  and  adequately  protect  on-site  workers  and  neighbors  against  prolonged  asbestos  exposure.  Because  asbestos 
poses  a  hazard  when  it  is  in  a  friable  (crushed)  condition  and  becomes  airborne,  appropriate  mitigation  is  required  (see 
Section  D,  Mitigation  Measures).  Implementation  of  Mitigation  Measure  Number  2  by  the  project  sponsor  in  the 
Mitigation  Measures  section  of  the  Initial  Study  would  minimize  potential  impacts  related  to  serpentine  contain  asbestos 
to  a  less-than-significant  level. 

Fire  Hazards 

San  Francisco  ensures  fire  safety  primarily  through  provisions  of  the  Building  Code  and  the  Fire  Code.  Existing  buildings 
are  required  to  meet  standards  contained  in  these  codes.  In  addition,  the  final  building  plans  for  any  new  or  modified  office 
building  project  are  reviewed  by  the  San  Francisco  Fire  Department  (as  well  as  the  Department  of  Building  Inspection) 
in  order  to  ensure  conformance  with  these  provisions.  The  proposed  project  would  conform  to  these  standards,  which 
would  include  sprinkler  systems  throughout  the  building.  In  this  way,  potential  fire  hazards  (including  those  associated 
with  hillside  development,  hydrant  water  pressure,  and  emergency  access)  would  be  mitigated  during  the  building  permit 
review  process. 

In  conclusion,  potential  public  health  and  safety  hazards  related  to  the  presence  of  soil  contaminated  with  petroleum 
hydrocarbons  and  heavy  metals  on  the  project  site  and  potential  fire  hazards  in  the  new  building  would  be  reduced  to  a  less 
than  significant  level  as  a  result  of  regulations  and  procedures  already  established  as  part  of  the  review  process  for  building 
permits  and  mitigation  proposed  as  part  of  the  project.  Therefore,  the  SEIR  will  not  discuss  hazards. 
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Disrupt  or  adversely  affect  a  prehistoric  or  historic 
archaeological  site  or  a  property  of  historic  or  cultural 
significance  to  a  community,  ethnic  or  social  group;  or  a 

paleontological  site  except  as  a  part  of  a  scientific  study?  □ 
Conflict  with  established  recreational,  educational, 

religious  or  scientific  uses  of  the  area?  □ 

Conflict  with  the  preservation  of  buildings  subject  to  the 

provisions  of  Article  10  or  (proposed)  Article  11  of  the  City 

Planning  Code?  □ 


Prehistoric  and  Historic  Archaeological  Resources 

A  cultural  resources  evaluation  of  the  project  site  was  completed  by  an  independent  consultant  and  is  summarized  here.''' 
In  its  natural  state,  the  project  site  was  situated  on  the  windswept,  steep  northern  slope  of  Potrero  Hill,  ranging  in  elevation 
from  25  to  75  feet  above  sea  level.  The  site  was  situated  directly  adjacent  to  the  marshlands  that  bordered  the  original 
shoreline  of  Mission  Bay,  located  less  than  a  quarter  mile  to  the  east.  Mission  Creek  was  less  than  a  quarter  mile  north  of 
the  site,  and  several  small  tributaries  of  Mission  Creek  flowed  within  approximately  1 00  meters  of  the  site.  A  large  lagoon, 
subsequently  known  as  Laguna  de  Dolores,  was  located  near  the  western  boundary  of  the  site.  This  lagoon  continually 
diminished  in  size  between  the  closing  decades  of  the  1 8th  century  and  about  1 850,  and  was  ultimately  filled  in  completely. 
Vegetation  in  the  project  area  was  probably  similar  to  the  vegetation  found  throughout  most  of  the  northern  San  Francisco 
peninsula,  mainly  grasses,  scrub  brush,  and  occasional  stands  of  willows  and  oak  trees. 

The  project  site  is  situated  in  what  was,  prior  to  the  arrival  of  the  first  Europeans,  the  northwestern  portion  of  the  territory 
occupied  by  the  Costanoan  people,  a  Native  American  group  also  referred  to  in  anthropological  literature  as  the  Ohlone. 
The  marshes  of  Mission  Bay  were  situated  in  close  proximity  to  the  project  site,  as  were  several  natural  sources  of  fresh 
water  (i.e..  Mission  Creek  and  its  tributaries).  Previous  research  has  shown  that  such  environments  may  have  represented 
favorable  sites  for  a  Native  American  settlement.  Several  deeply  buried,  previously  unrecorded  prehistoric  sites  have  been 
recently  discovered  in  the  South  of  Market  area.  An  assessment  of  the  characteristics  of  these  archaeological  sites  and  their 
proximity  to  the  shoreline  of  Yerba  Buena  Cove  and  the  marshes  bordering  Mission  Bay  suggests  that  similar 
prehistoric/protohistoric  (up  to  1775  A.D.)  archaeological  deposits  could  possibly  exist  within  or  adjacent  to  the  proposed 
project  site,  but  the  chances  are  remote,  given  that  the  site  is  situated  directly  above  bedrock. 

It  is  unlikely  that  there  was  any  regular  acfivity  on  the  project  site  or  its  immediate  vicinity  during  the  Spanish,  Mexican 
Periods  or  Early  American  eras  (1776-1848).  The  Mission  Dolores  and  the  Presidio,  the  principal  centers  of  activity,  were 


14.         Allen  G.  Pastron,  PhD.,  Archival  Cultural  Resources  Evaluation  of  the  Proposed  450  Rhode  Island  Street  Multimedia 
Development  Project  (also  known  as  the  1901  17"'  Street  Development  project).  Located  Within  the  Block  Bounded  by 
17"',  Mariposa,  Kansas  and  Rhode  Island  Streets,  San  Francisco,  California,  August  1999.  This  report  is  available  for 
public  review  in  Project  File  No.  99.4  lOE  at  the  Planning  Department,  1660  Mission  Street,  San  Francisco,  CA. 
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located  at  a  considerable  distance  from  the  site,  and  the  gradual  growth  of  the  settlement  of  Yerba  Buena  (later  renamed 
San  Francisco)  was  also  quite  removed  from  the  project  site  and  separated  by  the  waters  of  Mission  Bay.  Throughout  the 
entirety  of  the  Early  Historic  Period,  the  project  area  remained  in  a  completely  natural  state. 

Following  completion  of  Long  Bridge,  efforts  began  to  reclaim  Mission  Bay,  which  measured  nearly  a  mile  across. 
Initially  filled  with  sand  by  hand  and  horse  cart,  steam  shovels  and  small  rail  cars  were  subsequently  employed.  Rock 
excavated  for  a  nearby  railroad  line  was  later  added  to  the  bay  fill,  along  with  garbage  and  debris.  Following  the  Great 
San  Francisco  Earthquake  and  Fire  of  1906,  many  tons  of  building  debris  were  dumped  into  Mission  Bay,  accelerating  its 
reclamation.  By  1910  the  bay  had  been  completely  filled  in.  Meanwhile,  a  systematic  program  of  cutting  and  grading  was 
occurring  throughout  the  city  to  bring  elevation  grades  into  conformity  with  an  official  city  base  system  established  by  the 
San  Francisco  Board  of  Supervisors.  A  series  of  municipal  orders  established  required  elevations  at  the  intersections  of 
the  four  streets  surrounding  the  project  site  which,  with  the  exception  of  16th  Street,  were  not  graded  until  the  late  1870s. 
The  required  elevations,  which  were  established  from  a  city  base  of  zero  ranged  from  16  feet  at  17th  Sfreet  and  Rhode 
Island  to  73  feet  at  Mariposa  Street  and  Kansas  Street. 

Analysis  of  available  data  on  the  original  topography  of  the  site  indicates  that  a  substantial  amount  of  topographic  reduction 
occurred  in  the  northern  portion  of  the  project  site  when  the  area  was  brought  into  conformity  with  the  established  city 
grade  system  during  the  mid- 1870s  to  late- 1880s.  It  does  not  appear  that  any  appreciable  topographic  alterafion  (cutting, 
grading,  or  filling)  was  performed  on  the  southern  portion  of  the  site.  The  archaeologist  concluded  that  if 
prehistoric/protohistoric  and/or  historic  period  cultural  resources  were  ever  deposited  beneath  the  northern  portion  of  the 
project  site,  they  were  most  likely  graded  away  and  removed,  while  any  materials  deposited  beneath  the  southern  portion 
of  the  site  may  conceivably  remain  buried  on  the  site. 

The  first  known  development  on  the  project  site  was  two  small  structures,  assumed  to  be  simple  residences,  situated  along 
the  line  of  what  would  become  17"'  Street,  between  Kansas  and  Rhode  Island  Streets.  These  buildings  were  developed  in 
the  mid- 1850s;  throughout  the  remainder  of  this  decade,  the  rest  of  the  site  and  its  surroundings  remained  in  an  almost 
completely  natural  state.  By  the  late  1860s,  these  structures  appear  to  have  been  removed.  The  project  site  was  entirely 
vacant  at  this  time  and  development  in  the  vicinity  was  limited  to  a  few  scattered  residences.  At  the  close  of  the  1 870s, 
Mariposa,  Rhode  Island,  and  Kansas  Sfreets  had  yet  to  be  graded,  while  17'*'  Sfreet  extended  nearly  to  the  shoreline  of 
Mission  Bay,  to  the  east.  By  1889,  only  Rhode  Island  Sfreet  remained  to  be  opened  to  fraffic.  Three  small  wood  frame 
structures  were  the  only  development  on  the  project  block.  At  this  point,  the  site  was  part  of  a  sparsely  settled  residential 
neighborhood,  filled  with  a  scattering  of  modest,  single-story  frame  dwellings.  In  the  ensuing  decades  through  the  1920s, 
the  area  was  transformed  into  an  industrial  district.  The  block  and  the  surrounding  vicinity  escaped  the  devastation  of  the 
Great  Fire  that  accompanied  the  1 906  earthquake.  By  1 9 1 4  the  entire  project  site  was  developed  with  the  Reinhart  Lumber 
&  Planing  Mill  Company,  which  consisted  of  a  variety  of  industrial  structures.  Other  properties  surrounding  the  project 
site  were  developed  in  the  early  1900s  and  included  an  iron  works,  fiiel  oil  company,  soap  factory,  and  glycerin 
manufacturer.  By  the  1930s,  neighboring  uses  included  a  wool  manufacturer,  pipe-fitting  warehouse,  machine  shop, 
brewery,  and  a  wholesale  meat  business.  Since  the  early  decades  of  the  20th  century,  the  project  area  has  remained  a  heavy 
industrial  district,  with  little  economic,  demographic,  or  architectural  change  taking  place. 
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In  summary,  the  body  of  available  historical  and  archaeological  evidence  suggests  that  there  is  very  little  potential  for 
encountering  prehistoric/protohistoric  archaeological  resources  or  historic  cultural  resources  from  the  Spanish/Mexican, 
Early  American,  or  Gold  Rush  periods  (1775-1857)  at  the  site.  However,  if  archaeological  resources  from  these  periods 
were  to  be  encountered  on  the  site,  they  would  be  historically  and/or  archaeologically  significant.  With  implementation 
of  Mitigation  Measure  Number  3  in  this  report,  the  revised  project's  potential  impact  on  subsurface  cultural  resources  would 
be  reduced  to  a  level  of  insignificance.  Archaeological  resources,  therefore,  require  no  fiirther  analysis  and  will  not  be 
included  in  the  SEIR. 

Historic  Architectural  Resources 

Since  the  project  area  does  not  have  an  established  recreational,  educational,  religious  or  scientific  use,  the  proposed  project 
would  not  conflict  with  these  uses.  As  there  are  no  buildings  currently  on  the  project  site,  the  potential  of  the  proposed 
project  to  affect  historic  and  architectural  resources  of  significance  would  be  limited  to  its  potential  effect  on  adjacent 
properties.  Buildings  in  the  immediate  vicinity  of  the  project  site  were  surveyed  between  1974  and  1976  as  part  of  a 
city-wide  inventory  by  the  Planning  Department  of  architecturally  significant  buildings.  The  inventory  assessed  the 
architectural  significance  of  1 0,000  surveyed  structures  from  the  standpoint  of  overall  design  and  particular  design  features. 
Both  contemporary  and  older  buildings  were  included  and  each  building  was  numerically  rated  according  to  its  overall 
architectural  significance.  The  ratings  ranged  from  a  low  of  "0"  to  a  high  of  "5".  Factors  considered  included  architectural 
significance,  urban  design  context,  and  overall  environmental  significance.  No  building  adjacent  to  the  project  site  was 
listed  in  the  1976  Citywide  Architectural  Survey.  Further,  no  building  near  the  project  site  is  designated  as  a  City 
Landmark,  listed  on  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places,  or  subject  to  the  provisions  of  Article  10  (Preservation  of 
Historical,  Architectural  and  Aesthetic  Landmarks)  or  Article  1 1  (Preservation  of  Buildings  and  Districts  of  Architectural, 
Historical  and  Aesthetic  Importance  in  the  C-3  Districts)  of  the  Planning  Code.  Hence,  no  fiirther  analysis  of  cultural 
resources  will  be  discussed  in  the  SEIR. 

•  Yes        No  Discussed 

C.  OTHER 

Require  approval  and/or  permits  from  City  Departments  other  than 
the  Planning  Department  or  Department  of  Building  Inspection  or 

from  Regional,  State  or  Federal  Agencies?  □         ■  ■ 

Other  than  the  Planning  Department  and  the  Department  of  Building  Inspection,  the  project  would  not  require  approval 
or  permits  from  any  other  Regional,  State  or  Federal  agency. 
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D.   MITIGATION  MEASURES  PROPOSED  AS  PART  OF  THE  PROJECT 

Yes         No  N/A  Discussed 

1 .  Could  the  project  have  significant  effect  if  mitigation 

measures  are  not  included  in  the  project?                                   ■           □  □  ■ 

2.  Are  all  mitigation  measures  necessary  to  eliminate 

significant  effects  included  in  the  project?  ■  □         □  ■ 

The  following  mitigation  measures  are  related  to  topics  determined  to  require  no  fiirther  analysis  in  the  SEIR.  The  SEIR 
will  contain  a  Mitigation  Measures  chapter  which  describes  these  measures  and  includes  other  measures  which  would  or 
could  be  adopted  to  reduce  potential  adverse  effects  of  the  revised  project  identified  in  the  SEIR. 

The  revised  project  sponsor  has  agreed  to  implement  the  following  mitigation  measures: 

1.  Construction  Air  Quality:  The  project  sponsor  shall  require  the  construction  contractor(s)  to  spray  the  project  site 
with  water  during  excavation,  grading,  and  construction  activities;  spray  unpaved  construction  areas  with  water  at  least 
twice  per  day;  cover  stockpiles  of  soil,  sand,  and  other  material;  cover  trucks  hauling  debris,  soil,  sand,  or  other  such 
material;  and  sweep  surrounding  streets  during  these  periods  at  least  once  per  day  to  reduce  particulate  emissions. 
Ordinance  175-91,  passed  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  on  May  6,  1991,  requires  that  non-potable  water  be  used  for  dust 
control  activities.  Therefore,  the  project  sponsor  shall  require  the  construction  contractor(s)  to  obtain  reclaimed  water  from 
the  Clean  Water  Program  for  this  purpose.  The  project  sponsor  shall  require  the  project  contractor(s)  to  maintain  and 
operate  construction  equipment  so  as  to  minimize  exhaust  emissions  of  particulates  and  other  pollutants,  by  such  means 
as  prohibiting  idling  motors  when  equipment  is  not  in  use  or  when  trucks  are  waiting  in  queues,  and  implementing  specific 
maintenance  programs  to  reduce  emissions  for  equipment  that  would  be  in  frequent  use  for  much  of  the  construction  period. 

2.  Hazards:  The  project  sponsor  shall  require  the  construction  contractor(s)  for  the  proposed  project  to  water  the  site 
during  excavation  activities  at  least  twice  daily,  or  more  frequently  if  necessary  to  prohibit  visible  dust  emissions  (which 
might  indicate  emission  of  non-visible  dust),  and  take  other  steps  to  minimize  dust  generation  during  excavation,  storage, 
and  transport.  If  there  are  excavated  materials  containing  over  1  percent  friable  asbestos,  they  would  be  treated  as 
hazardous  waste,  and  would  be  transported  and  disposed  of  in  accordance  with  applicable  State  and  federal  regulations. 
These  procedures  are  intended  to  mitigate  any  potential  health  risks  related  to  chrysotile  asbestos,  which  may  or  may  not 
be  located  on  the  site. 

3.  Cultural  Resources:  Given  the  location  and  depth  of  excavation  proposed,  and  the  likelihood  that  archaeological 
resources  would  be  encountered  on  the  project  site,  the  sponsor  has  agreed  to  retain  the  services  of  an  archaeologist.  The 
archaeologist  would  carry  out  a  pre-excavation  testing  program  to  better  determine  the  probability  of  finding  cultural  and 
historical  remains.  The  testing  program  would  use  a  series  of  mechanical,  exploratory  borings  or  trenches  and/or  other 
testing  methods  determined  by  the  archaeologist  to  be  appropriate. 
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If,  after  testing,  the  archaeologist  determines  that  no  further  investigations  or  precautions  are  necessary  to  safeguard 
potentially  significant  archaeological  resources,  the  archaeologist  would  submit  a  written  report  to  the  Environmental  | 
Review  Officer  (ERO),  with  a  copy  to  the  project  sponsor.  If  the  archaeologist  determines  that  fiirther  investigations  or  I 
precautions  are  necessary,  he/she  shall  consult  with  the  ERO  and  they  shall  jointly  determine  what  additional  procedures 
are  necessary  to  minimize  potential  effects  on  archaeological  resources. 

These  additional  mitigation  measures  would  be  implemented  by  the  project  sponsor  and  might  include  a  program  of  on-site  ( 
monitoring  of  all  project  soils  disturbing  activities,  during  which  the  archaeologist  would  record  observations  in  a  1 
permanent  log.  The  monitoring  program,  whether  or  not  there  are  finds  of  significance,  would  result  in  a  written  report 
to  be  submitted  first  and  directly  to  the  ERO,  with  a  copy  to  the  project  sponsor.  During  the  monitoring  program,  the  j 
project  sponsor  would  designate  one  individual  on  site  as  his/her  representative.  This  representative  would  have  the 
authority  to  suspend  work  at  the  site  to  give  the  archaeologist  time  to  investigate  and  evaluate  archaeological  resources 
should  they  be  encountered. 

Should  evidence  of  cultural  resources  of  potential  significance  be  found  during  the  monitoring  program,  the  archaeologist 
would  immediately  notify  the  Environmental  Review  Officer  (ERO),  and  the  project  sponsor  would  halt  any  activities 
which  the  archaeologist  and  the  ERO  jointly  determine  could  damage  such  cultural  resources. 


After  notifying  the  ERO,  the  archaeologist  would  prepare  a  written  report  to  be  submitted  first  and  directly  to  the  ERO, 


with  a  copy  to  the  project  sponsor,  which  would  contain  an  assessment  of  the  potential  significance  of  the  find  and 
recommendations  for  what  measures  should  be  implemented  to  minimize  potential  effects  on  archaeological  resources. 
Based  on  this  report,  the  ERO  would  recommend  specific  additional  mitigation  measures  to  be  implemented  by  the  project 
sponsor.  These  additional  mitigation  measures  might  include  a  site  security  program,  additional  on-site  investigations  by 
the  archaeologist,  and/or  documentation,  curation,  and  data  recovery. 

After  the  completion  of  the  archaeological  field  program,  the  archaeologist  would  prepare  a  draft  final  report  documenting 
the  cultural  resources  that  were  discovered,  an  evaluation  as  to  their  significance,  and  a  description  as  to  how  any 
archaeological  testing,  exploration  and/or  recovery  program  was  conducted. 

A  copy  of  the  draft  final  report  prepared  according  to  this  mitigation  measure  would  be  sent  first  and  directly  to  the  ERO 
for  review  and  comment.  Following  approval  by  the  ERO,  copies  of  the  final  report(s)  would  be  sent  by  the  archaeologist 
directly  to  the  President  of  the  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board  and  the  California  Historical  Resources 
Information  System,  Northwest  Information  Center.  Three  copies  of  the  final  archaeology  report(s)  shall  be  submitted  to 
the  Office  of  Environmental  Review,  accompanied  by  copies  of  the  transmittals  documenting  its  distribution  to  the 
President  of  the  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board  and  the  California  Historical  Resources  Information  System, 
Northwest  Information  Center. 
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E.  ALTERNATIVES 

Alternatives  to  the  proposed  revised  project  will  be  defined  further  and  described  in  the  SEIR.  At  a  minimum,  the 
alternatives  analyzed  in  the  SEIR  will  include  the  following: 

1 .  A  No  Project  Alternative,  in  which  the  project  site  would  remain  in  its  existing  condition. 

2.  A  Less  Dense  Development  Alternative,  in  which  the  proposed  uses  would  be  at  a  lower  level  of  intensity. 


F.    MANDATORY  FINDINGS  OF  SIGNIFICANCE 


Yes       No  Discussed 

1 .    Does  the  project  have  the  potential  to  degrade  the  quality  of  the 
environment,  substantially  reduce  the  habitat  of  a  fish  or  wildlife 
species,  cause  a  fish  or  wildlife  population  to  drop  below  self- 
sustaining  levels,  threaten  to  eliminate  a  plant  or  animal  community, 
reduce  the  number  or  restrict  the  range  of  a  rare  or  endangered 
plant  or  animal,  or  eliminate  important  examples  of  the  major 

periods  of  California  history  or  pre-history?  □        ■  □ 


2.  Does  the  project  have  the  potential  to  achieve  short-term,  to  the 

disadvantage  of  long-term,  environmental  goals?  □         ■  □ 

3.  Does  the  project  have  possible  environmental  effects  which  are 
individually  limited,  but  cumulatively  considerable?  (Analyze  in 
the  light  of  past  projects,  other  current  projects,  and  probable 

future  projects.)  ■         □  ■ 

4.  Would  the  project  cause  substantial  adverse  effects  on  human 

beings,  either  directly  or  indirectly?  □         ■  ■ 

Construction  and  operation  of  the  proposed  revised  project  could  result  in  significant  adverse  traffic  and  circulation,  transit, 
and  parking  impacts.  The  SEIR  will  discuss  the  potential  transportation  impacts  of  the  revised  project. 


G.  ON  THE  BASIS  OF  THIS  INITIAL  STUDY 


□  I  find  the  proposed  project  COULD  NOT  have  a  significant  effect  on  the  environment,  and  a  NEGATIVE 
DECLARATION  will  be  prepared  by  the  Department  of  City  Planning. 

□  I  find  that  although  the  proposed  project  could  have  a  significant  effect  on  the  environment,  there  WILL  NOT  be  a 
significant  effect  in  this  case  because  the  mitigation  measures  in  the  discussion  have  been  included  as  part  of  the 
proposed  project.  A  NEGATIVE  DECLARATION  will  be  prepared. 

H  I  find  that  the  proposed  revised  project  MAY  have  a  significant  effect  on  the  environment,  and  an  SUPPLEMENTAL 
ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  REPORT  is  required. 


Date: 


invifonmer 


E.MALTZER 
ifonmental  Review  Officer 
for 

Gerald  G.  Green 
Director  of  Planning 
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APPENDIX  B 
INTERSECTION  LEVEL  OF  SERVICE  DESIGNATIONS 


Existing  and  future  traffic  conditions  at  signalized  intersections  within  the  primary  study  area  have  been 
evaluated  using  the  TRAF-NETSIM  Traffic  Simulation  Model.  Conditions  at  signalized  intersections 
in  the  secondary  study  area  have  been  evaluated  using  the  1985  Highway  Capacity  Manual 
(Transportation  Research  Board,  1985)  operations  methodology.  Both  methodologies  use  the  concept 
of  Level  of  Service  (LOS),  which,  for  signalized  intersections,  is  defined  in  terms  of  delay,  or  waiting 
time  at  a  signal.  Delay  is  a  measure  of  driver  discomfort,  fiustration,  fuel  consumption,  and  lost  travel 
time,  hitersection  LOS,  determined  according  to  the  vehicle  delay  in  seconds  per  vehicle,  range  fi-om 
LOS  A  (very  low  delay)  to  LOS  F  (forced  flow).  Table  C-1  (page  A.46)  provides  more  detailed 
descriptions  of  the  six  LOS,  A  through  F,  for  signalized  intersections  using  the  1985  Highway 
Capacity  Manual  method.  The  TRAF-NETSIM  simulation  calculates  LOS  in  much  the  same  way,  with 
similar  results,  but  refines  the  analysis  based  on  signal  progression  along  streets,  such  as  the 
Embarcadero,  and  based  on  spill-back,  when  queues  from  one  intersection  extend  back  to  a  previous 
intersection. 

hi  the  past,  for  planning  applications,  the  City  of  San  Francisco  has  used  a  slightly  different  methodology 
than  the  TRAF-NETSIM  or  1985  Highway  Capacity  Manual  to  analyze  operations  at  signalized 
intersections.  That  method,  known  as  the  Critical  Lane  Analysis  (Transportation  Research  Circular 
Number  212,  Transportation  Research  Board,  1980),  determines  the  ratio  of  critical  opposing  traffic 
volumes  to  theoretical  intersection  capacity,  yielding  the  volume-to-capacity  (v/c)  ratio.  Intersection 
LOS,  determined  according  to  the  value  of  the  v/c  ratio,  range  fi^om  LOS  A  (fi^ee  flowing  condition)  to 
LOS  F  (severely  congested  conditions).  Table  C-2  (page  A.47)  provides  more  detailed  descriptions  of 
the  six  LOS,  A  through  F,  for  signalized  intersections  using  the  Critical  Lane  Analysis  methodology. 
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TABLE  C- 1 

SIGNALIZED  INTERSECTION  LEVEL  OF  SERVICE  DEFINITIONS  BASED  ON  DELAY 


LEVEL 
OF 
SERVICE 

A 
B 
C 
D 


TYPICAL 
DELAY 
(SEC/VEH) 

<  5.0 

5.1  -  15.0 

15.1-25.0 

25.1  -40.0 

40.1  -60.0 

>60.0 


TYPICAL  TRAFFIC  CONDITION 


Insignificant  Delays:  No  approach  phase  is  fully  utilized  and  no 
vehicle  waits  longer  than  one  red  indication. 

Minimal  Delays:  an  occasional  approach  phase  is  fully  utilized. 
Drivers  begin  to  feel  restricted. 

Acceptable  Delays:  Major  approach  phase  may  become  fully 
utilized.  Most  drivers  feel  somewhat  restricted. 

Tolerable  Delays:  Drivers  may  wait  through  more  than  one  red 
indication.  Queues  may  develop  but  dissipate  rapidly,  without 
excessive  delays. 

Significant  Delays:  Conditions  are  generally  the  limit  of 
acceptable  delays.  Vehicles  may  wait  through  several  signal  cycles 
and  long  queues  of  vehicles  from  upstream. 

Excessive  Delays:  Represents  unacceptable  conditions  with 
extremely  long  delays.  Queues  may  block  upstream  intersections. 


Sources:  Highway  Capacity  Manual,  Highway  Research  Board,  Special  Report  No.  209, 
Washington,  D.C.,  1985;  Interim  Materials  on  Highway  Capacity,  Circular  212,  Transportation 
Research  Board,  1980;  Korve  Engineering.  
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TABLE  C-2 

ARTERIAL  LEVEL  OF  SERVICE  DEFINITIONS  BASED  ON  TRAVEL  SPEED 


ARTERIAL  CLASS 

1 

n 

ITT 

XXX 

RANGF  OF  FRFF 
FLOW  SPEEDS  (mph) 

45  to  35 

35  to  30 

35  to  25 

TYPICAL  FREE 
FLOW  SPEED  (mph) 

40 

35 

27 

LEVEL  OF  SERVICE 

AVERAGE  TRAVEL  SPEED  (mph) 

A 

>35 

>  30 

>25 

B 

>28 

>24 

>  19 

C 

>22 

>18 

>  13 

D 

>  17 

>  14 

>9 

E 

>  13 

>  10 

>7 

F 

<  13 

<  10 

<7 

Level  of  Service  A:       Primarily  free-flow  operations  at  average  travel  speeds,  usually  about  90  percent  of 
the  free  flow  speed  for  the  arterial  class.  Vehicles  are  completely  unimpeded  in 
their  ability  to  maneuver  within  the  traffic  stream.  Stopped  delay  at  signalized 
intersections  is  minimal. 


Level  of  Service  B:  Reasonably  unimpeded  operations  at  average  travel  speeds,  usually  about  70 
percent  of  the  free  flow  speed  for  the  arterial  class.  The  ability  to  maneuver  within 
the  traffic  stream  is  only  slightly  restricted  and  stopped  delays  are  not  bothersome. 
Drivers  are  not  generally  subjected  to  appreciable  tension. 

Level  of  Service  C:  Stable  operations.  However,  ability  to  maneuver  and  change  lanes  in  mid-block 
locations  may  be  more  restricted  than  in  LOS  B,  and  longer  queues  and/or  adverse 
signal  coordination  may  contribute  to  lower  average  travel  speeds  of  about  50 
percent  of  the  average  free  flow  speed  for  the  arterial  class.  Motorists  will 
experience  an  appreciable  tension  while  driving. 

Level  of  Service  D:  Borders  on  a  range  on  which  small  increases  in  flow  may  cause  substantial 
increases  in  approach  delay  and,  hence,  decreases  in  arterial  speed.  This  may  be 
due  to  adverse  signal  progression,  inappropriate  signal  timing,  high  volumes,  or 
some  combination  of  these.  Average  travel  speeds  are  about  40  percent  of  free  flow 
speed. 

Level  of  Service  E:  Significant  approach  delays  and  average  travel  speeds  of  one-third  the  free  flow 
speed  or  lower.  Such  operations  are  caused  by  some  combination  or  adverse 
progression,  high  signal  density,  extensive  queuing  at  critical  intersections,  and 
inappropriate  signal  timing. 

Level  of  Service  F:       Extremely  low  speeds  below  one-third  to  one-quarter  of  the  free  flow  speed. 

Intersection  congestion  is  likely  at  critical  signalized  locations,  with  high  approach 
delays  resulting.  Adverse  progression  is  frequently  a  contributor  to  this  condition. 


Source:  Highway  Capacity  Manual,  Special  Report  209,  Transportation  Research  Board,  1980. 
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Although  the  two  methodologies  for  calculating  the  LOS  differ,  there  is  usually  a  good  correlation 
between  the  LOS  calculated  using  either  method  of  analysis.  It  is  only  when  high  levels  of  congestion 
occur  that  differences  between  the  two  methodologies  may  be  more  apparent.  As  an  example,  using  the 
1985  Highway  Capacity  Manual  methodology,  an  intersection  may  be  operating  at  a  LOS  F,  with  poor 
traffic  progression,  many  signal  cycle  failures  and  vehicle  delays  above  60  seconds  per  vehicle;  however, 
the  v/c  ratio  could  be  below  one,  which  would  mean  a  LOS  E  using  the  Critical  Lane  Analysis 
methodology.  Conversely,  using  the  1985  Highway  Capacity  Manual  methodology,  an  intersection  may 
be  operating  at  LOS  D,  with  an  efficient  signal  progression  handling  large  traffic  volumes;  however,  the 
v/c  ratio  could  be  above  0.9,  which  would  mean  a  LOS  E  using  the  Critical  Lane  Analysis  methodology. 
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APPENDIX  C 
DRAFT  EIR  DISTRIBUTION  LIST 


A.     DRAFT  EIR  DISTRIBUTION  LIST 


FEDERAL  AND  STATE  AGENCIES 

State  Office  of  Intergovernmental 

Management  (15  copies) 

State  Clearinghouse 

1400  Tenth  Street  Room  121 

P.O.  Box  3044 

Sacramento  CA  95812-3044 

Barbara  J.  Cook 

N.  Califomia  Costal  Cleanup  Operations 
Department  of  Toxic  Substances  Control 
700  Heinz  Avenue,  Suite  200 
Berkeley,  CA  94710-2721 

Dennis  Baker,  Chief  of  Operations 
City  of  Daly  City 
Wastewater  Treatment  Plant 
153  Lake  Merced  Blvd. 
Daly  City,  CA  94015 


CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 

Daryl  Higashi,  Director 
Mayor's  Office  of  Housing 
25  Van  Ness  Ave  #  600 
San  Francisco  CA  94102 

Anson  B.  Moran,  GM 
Public  Utilities  Commission 
1155  Market  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

San  Francisco  Planning  Commission 

1660  Mission  Street  Ste  500 

Francisco  CA  94103  (17  copies) 

Attn:  Linda  Avery,  Commission  Secretary 

Shelley  Bradford  Bell,  President 

Michael  J.  Antonini,  Vice-President 

Rev.  Edgar  Boyd 

Lisa  Feldstein 

Kevin  Hughes 

Sue  Lee 

William  Lee 


San  Francisco  Board  of  Supervisors 
City  Hall  Rm.  #244 
1  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102  (13  copies) 

Gloria  L.  Young,  Clerk 

Jake  McGoldrick 

Gavin  Newsom 

Aaron  Peskin 

Fiona  Ma 

Matt  Gonzalez 

Chris  Daly 

Tony  Hall 

Bevan  Dufty 

Gerardo  Sandoval 

Sophie  Maxwell 

Tom  Ammiano 


Attn  Peter  Straus 
San  Francisco  Municipal  Railway 
MUNI  Service  Planning  Division 
1145  Market  Street,  Suite  402 
San  Francisco  CA  94103 

Attn:  Bond  Yee 
San  Francisco  DPT 
Traffic  Engineering  Division 
25  Van  Ness  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 


REGIONAL  AGENCIES 

Bay  Area  Council 

200  Pine  Street,  Ste.  300 

San  Francisco,  CA  94104 

Stan  Muraoka 
Redevelopment  Agency 
770  Golden  Gate  Ave.  3'''  Floor 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

CalTrans 

111  Grand  Avenue 
Oakland,  CA  94612 
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Erik  Olafson 
CalTrain-SamTrans 
1250  San  Carlos,  3 ^'^  Floor 
San  Carlos,  CA  94070 


LIBRARIES 

Government  Information  Services  (3  copies) 
San  Francisco  Main  Library  Civic  Center 
San  Francisco  CA  94102 

Stanford  University  Libraries 
Jonsson  Library  of  Government  Documents 
State  &  Local  Documents  Division 
Stanford  CA  94305 

Government  Publications  Department 
San  Francisco  State  University  Library 
1630  Holloway  Avenue 
San  Francisco  CA  94132 

Hastings  College  of  the  Law  Library 

200  McAllister  Street 

San  Francisco  CA  94102-4978 

Institute  of  Government  Studies 
109  Moses  Hall 
University  of  California 
Berkeley  CA  94720 


MEDIA 

Associated  Press 
Attn:  Bill  Shiffman 
303  2"^^  St.,  #680  North 
San  Francisco,  CA  94107 

Leland  S.  Meyerzone 

KPOO - FM 

PO  Box  6149 

San  Francisco,  C A  94101 

San  Francisco  Bay  Guardian 
Attn:  Gabe  Roth,  City  Editor 
520  Hampshire  St. 
San  Francisco,  CA94110 

San  Francisco  Business  Times 
275  Battery  St.,  Ste.  940 
San  Francisco,  CA94111 

Patrick  Hoge 

City  Hall  Bureau 

San  Francisco  Chronicle 

901  Mission  St. 

San  Francisco,  CA  94103 


San  Francisco  Examiner 
Attn:  Gerald  Adams 
901  Mission  St. 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 

The  Sun  Reporter 

1791  Bancroft  Ave. 

San  Francisco,  CA  94124 

San  Francisco  Independent 

Attn:  City  Desk 

1201  Evans  Ave. 

San  Francisco,  CA  94124 


INTERESTED  SPONSORS/REPS 
Steve  Vettel 

Morrison  &  Foerster,  LLP 

425  Market  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94105-2482 

Dave  Latina 

AF  EVANS 

100  Bush  St.,  Ste.  925 

San  Francisco,  CA  94104-3931 


GROUPS  AND  INDIVIDUALS 
Peter  Bosselman 

Environmental  Simulation  Laboratory 
119  Wurster  Hall 
University  of  California 
Berkeley,  CA  94720 

Dan  Billings 

Parkview  Heights  Association  P.U.D. 
2  Fontinella  Terrace 
San  Francisco,  CA  94107 

Georgia  Brittan 

San  Franciscans  for  Reasonable  Growth 

460  Duncan  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94131 

Cahill  Contractors,  Inc. 
Attn:  Jay  Cahill 
425  California  St.,  Ste.  2300 
San  Francisco,  CA  94104 

Paul  Kollerer/Tom  Balestri 
Cahill  Construction  Services 
1599  Custer  Ave. 
San  Francisco,  CA  94124 
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Coalition  of  San  Francisco  Neighborhoods 

PO  Box  42-5882 

San  Francisco,  CA  94142 

Coldwell  Banker 
Finance  Dept. 

Attn:  Doug  Longyear,  Tony  Blaczek 
1699  Van  Ness  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  CA  94109 

Cushman  &  Wakefield  of  California,  Inc. 

Attn:  John  Vaughan 

1  Maritime  Plaza,  Ste.  900 

San  Francisco,  CA94111 

Janet  Carpinelli 
Board 

Lower  Potrero  Hill  Neghbrhd.  Assn. 
934  Minnesota  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94107 

Lower  Potrero  Hill  Prop.  Own.  &  Rent 

1116  Tennessee  St. 

San  Francisco,  C A  94107 

Babette  Drefke 
Liaison 

Potrero  Beautification  Group 

701  Kansas  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94107 

Paul  Lord 

San  Francisco  Planning  Dept. 
1660  Mission  St.,  Ste.  500 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 

DKS  Associates 

1956  Webster  St.,  #300 

Oakland,  C A  94612 

Pillsbury,  Winthrop  LLP 

Attn:  Environmental  and  Land  use  Section 

50  Fremont  St. 

San  Francisco,  CA  94105 

Calvin  Welch 

Council  of  Community  Housing  Organizations 

409  Clayton  St. 

San  Francisco,  CA94117 

San  Francisco  Planning  &  Urban  Research 
Association 

Attn:  James  Chapell,  Exec.  Director 

312  Sutter  St. 

San  Francisco,  CA  94108 


Yerba  Buena  Consortium 
Attn:  John  Elberling 
182  Howard  St.,  #519 
San  Francisco,  CA  94105 

Mary  Aime  Miller 

San  Francisco  Tomorrow 

1239  42"<^  Ave. 

San  Francisco,  CA  94122 

San  Francisco  Tomorrow 
Attn:  Tony  Kilroy 
41  Sutter  St.,  #1579 
San  Francisco,  CA  94104 

San  Francisco  Group 

Sierra  Club 

85  -  T"^  St.,  Floor  2 

San  Francisco,  C A  94 1 05-344 1 

Sustainable  San  Francisco 

PO  Box  460236 

San  Francisco,  CA  94146 

San  Francisco  Beautiful 

Attn:  Dee  Dee  Workman,  Exec.  Director 

41  Sutter  St.,  #709 

San  Francisco,  CA  94104 

San  Francisco  Building  &  Construction 

Trades  Council 

Attn:  Stanley  Smith 

2660  Newhall  St.,  #116 

San  Francisco,  CA  94124-2527 

San  Francisco  Chamber  of  Commerce 
235  Montgomery  St.,  12"^  Floor 
San  Francisco,  CA  94104 

San  Francisco  Convention  &  Visitors  Bureau 
Attn:  Dale  Hess,  Executive  Dir. 
201  -3'^  St.,  Ste.  900 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 

Downtown  Association 
Attn:  Carolyn  Dee 
5  Third  St.,  Ste  520 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 

Dan  Sider 

San  Francisco  Planning  Dept. 
1660  Mission  St.,  Ste.  500 

Susan  Eslick 
President 

Dogpatch  Neighborhood  Assn. 

PO  Box  78245 

San  Francisco,  CA  94107 
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Dave  Flores 

California  Energy  Commission 
1516  9"^  St.,  R.  MS40 
Sacramento,  C A  95814 

Sue  Hestor 

Attorney  at  Law 

870  Market  St.,  #1128 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Karen  Huggins 

Potrero  Annex/Terrace  Association 
1095  Connecticut  St. 
San  Francisco,  CA  94107 

Enola  Maxwell 

Executive  Director 

Potrero  Hill  Neighborhood  House 

953  DeHaro  St. 

San  Francisco,  CA  94107 

Ron  Miguel 
President 

Planning  Assn.  for  the  Richmond(Par) 
3145  Geary  Blvd.,  #205 

Dick  Millet 
President 

Potrero  Boosters  Neighborhood  Assn. 
1459-  18"^  St.,  Ste.  133 
San  Francisco,  CA  94107 


Melvin  Washington 
President 

Bayview  Merchants  Association 

PO  Box  24505 

San  Francisco,  CA  94124 

Judy  West 

Program  Administrator 
Art  House 

Ft.  Mason  Ctr.,  Bldg.  C  Rm.  255 
San  Francisco,  CA  94123 

Lower  Potrero  Hill  Prop.  Own.  &  Rent 

1116  Tennessee  St. 

San  Francisco,  CA  94107 

Norm  Honbo 

Albion  Camp  Neighbors 

119  Albion  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA94110 
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CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 

Department  of  Building  Inspection 
Attn:  Frank  Chiu,  Superintendent 
1660  Mission  Street 
San  Francisco  CA  94103 

Director 

Mayor's  Office  of  Housing 
25  Van  Ness  Ave.  #600 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Bureau  of  Energy  Conservation 
Hetch  Hetchy  Water  &  Power 
Attn:  John  Deakin,  Director 
1 155  Market  Street,  4"^  Floor 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 

Leamon  Abrams 

Mayor's  Office  of  Economic  Development 

City  Hall  Room  448 

1  Dr.  Carlton  B  Goodlett  Place 

San  Francisco  C A  94102-4689 

Attn:  Barbara  Moy 

San  Francisco  Department  of  Public  Works 
Bureau  of  Street  Use  and  Mapping 
875  Stevenson  Street  Room  465 
San  Francisco  C A  94103 

Attn:  Lorrie  Kalos,  Asst  Deputy  Chief 
San  Francisco  Fire  Department 
Division  of  Planning  &  Research 
698  Second  Street 
San  Francisco  CA  94107 

Capt.  Timothy  Hettrich 

Police  Dept.,  Planning  Div.  Hall  of  Justice 

850  Bryant  Street,  Room  500 

San  Francisco,  CA  94103 

Attn:  Anthony  Delucchi 

Director  of  Property 

San  Francisco  Real  Estate  Department 

25  Van  Ness  Avenue,  4*  floor 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 


San  Francisco  Municipal  Railway  (MUNI) 

Attn:  Steve  Nickerson,  Principal 

Administrative  Analyst 

875  Stevenson  Street,  Room  260 

San  Francisco,  CA  94103 


REGIONAL  AGENCIES 
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Suzan  Ryder 

Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments 

P.O.  Box  2050 

Oakland  CA  94604-2050 

Jean  Pedersen 

Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments 
101  8th  Street 
Oakland  CA  94607 

Craig  Goldblatt 

Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission 
101  8th  Street 
Oakland,  CA  94607 

Landmarks  Preser\'ation  Advisory  Board 

Attn:  Andrea  Green 

1660  Mission  St. 

San  Francisco,  CA  94103 

Judy  Huang 

Regional  Water  Quality  Control  Board 
San  Francisco  Bay  Region 
1515  Clay  Street,  Suite  1400 
Oakland,  CA  94612 

Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management  District 
Attn:  Joseph  Stinberger 
939  Ellis  St. 

San  Francisco,  CA  94109 
Alan  Zahradnik 

Director  of  Planning  and  Policy  Analysis 

Golden  Gate  Bridge,  Highway  & 

Transportation 

1011  Andersen  Drive 

San  Rafael,  CA  94901 

Nandini  N.  Shridhar 

California  Department  of  Transportation 

Office  of  Transportation  Planning  -  B 

P.O.  Box  23660 

Oakland  CA  94623-0660 


GROUPS  AND  INDIVIDUALS 
AIA 

San  Francisco  Chapter 
Attn:  Bob  Jacobovitz 
130  Sutter  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94104  Curtis  D.  Raff 

370  De  Haro  St. 

San  Francisco,  CA  94103-5151 

Chi-Hsin  Shao 

CHS  Consulting  Group 

500  Sutter  Street,  Suite  216 


San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Chicago  Title 
Attn:  Carol  Lester 
388  Market  St.,  13*  Floor 
San  Francisco,  CA  94 11 1 

Chinatown  Resource  Center 

1525  Grant  Ave. 

San  Francisco,  CA  94133 

David  Cincotta 

1388  Sutter  St.,  Ste.  915 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Frank  Morales 
Mission  Playground 
3554  -  19"^  St. 
San  Francisco,  C A  94110 

Aaron  Straus 
Mission  Merchants 
PO  Box  Drawer  GG 
Daly  City,  CA  94107-0234 

Jose  Najar 
Mission  Merchants 
2434  Mission  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  941 10 

Ethel  Siegel  Newlin 
Community  Liaison 
16'"  &  Mission  Public  Safety 
c/o  SJETC  3040  -  16*  St. 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 

Paul  Nixon 

Fair  Oaks  Neighbors 

163  Fair  Oaks  St. 

San  Francisco,  CA94110 

Ron  Norlin 

2633  Harrison  St. 

San  Francisco,  CA94110 

Ann  Patterson 

Natoma  &  Vacinity  Neighbors 

1383  Natoma  St. 

San  Francisco,  CA  94103 

Amy  Powell,  President 

Dolores  Heights  Improvement  Club 

3732  2P' St. 

San  Francisco,  CA  941 14-2915 

Eric  Quezada,  Coordinator 

Mission  Anti-Displacement  Coalition 

1189  Treat  Ave. 
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San  Francisco,  CA94110 


Howard  Thornton,  President 
2573  Harrison  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA94110 

Ira  Victor,  Chair 

Concerned  Mission  Res.  &  Business 

308  Lexington  St. 

San  Francisco,  CA94110 

Debra  Walker 

Developing  Environments  Inc. 

540  Alabama  St. 

San  Francisco,  C A  94110 

Judy  West,  Program  Administrator 
Art  House 

Ft.  Mason  Ctr.  Bldg  C  Rm  255 
San  Francisco,  CA  94123 

Jon  Zeteman,  Chairperson 
Southwest  Mission  Neighbor  Assoc. 
1325  Guerrero  St. 
San  Francisco,  CA  94110 

St.  John  the  Evangelist 
Julian  Neighbors 
1661  15*^  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 

President 

So.  of  Army  Mission  Merch.  Assn. 

3208  Mission  St. 

San  Francisco,  CA94110 

Caroline  Rabinowitz 
Development  Director 
Capp  Street  Project 
450  Irwin  St. 
San  Francisco,  CA  94107 

Rachel  Raker,  President 
Treat  Street  Neighbors 
830  Treat  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  C A  94110 

Vicki  Rosen,  President 
Upper  Noe  Neighbors 
169  Valley  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94131 

Chris  Selig,  Coordinator 

Mission  Anti-Displacement  Coalition 

1189  Treat  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA94110 


Doug  Shoemaker 

Mission  Housing  Develop.  Corp. 

16*  Street/North  Mission  Assoc. 

474  Valencia  Street 

San  Francisco,  C A  94 1 03 

Andrew  L.  Solow,  Vice  President 
So.  Van  Ness  Corridor  Assn.  (SVNCA) 
158  Los  Oilvos  Avenue 
Daly  City,  CA  94104-1067 

Brobeck,  Phleger,  Harrison 
Attn:  Susan  R.  Diamond 
One  Market  Plaza 
San  Francisco,  CA  94105 

James  W.  Haas,  Chairman 
Civic  Pride! 

1  Embarcadero  Center,  #2920 
San  Francisco,  CA  941 1 1-3719 

Farella,  Braun  &  Martel 
Attn:  Mary  Murphy 
235  Montgomery  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94104 

Richard  Mayer 

NRG  410  Jessie  Street,  Suite  702 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 

Damon  Ralke  &  Co. 
Attn:  Frank  Fudem 
201  California  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  941 1 1 

John  Bardis 

Sunset  Action  Committee 
1501  Lincoln  Way,  #503 
San  Francisco,  CA  94122 

Bruce  White 

3207  Shelter  Cove  Avenue 
Davis,  CA  95616 

Alice  Suet  Barkley,  Esq. 
30  Blackstone  Court 
San  Francisco,  CA  94123 

Mrs.  G..  Bland  Piatt 

362  Ewing  Terrace 

San  Francisco,  CA  94118 

Dennis  Purcell 

Coblentz,  Patch,  Duffy  and  Bass 
222  Kearny  St.,  7^^  Floor 
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San  Francisco,  CA  94108 


Ramsay/Bass  Interest 
Attn:  Peter  Bass 
3756  Grant  Ave.,  Ste.  301 
San  Francisco,  CA  94610 

James  Reuben 
Reuben  and  Alter 
235  Pine  St.,  16"' Floor 
San  Francisco,  CA  94104 

Turnstone  Consulting 
Attn:  Barbara  W.  Sahm 
330  Townsend  Street,  Ste.  216 
San  Francisco,  C A  94107 

Capital  Planning  Dept. 
UCSF 

Attn:  Bob  Rhine 

145  Irving  St. 

San  Francisco,  CA  94122 

David  P.  Rhoades  &  Associates 
364  Bush  St. 

San  Francisco,  CA  94014 

San  Francisco  Labor  Council 
Attn:  Walter  Johnson 
1188  Franklin  St.,  #203 
San  Francisco,  CA  94109 

Rothschild  &  Associates 
Attn:  Thomas  N.  Foster 
300  Montgomery  St. 
San  Francisco,  CA  94104 

Michael  Dyett 

Dyett  &  Bhatia 

755  Sansome  St.,  #400 

San  Francisco,  CA  94 111 

EIP  Associates 

601  Montgomery  St.,  Ste.  500 
San  Francisco,  CA94111 

Environmental  Science  Associates,  Inc. 

225  Bush  St.,  Suite  1700 

San  Francisco,  CA  94104-4207 

San  Francisco  Architectural  Heritage 

Attn:  Executive  Director 

2007  Franklin  St. 

San  Francisco,  CA  94109 

Ricardo  Alva 


Deputy  Director 

Mission  Language  &  Voc.  Sch.  Inc. 

2929-  19"'  St. 

San  Francisco,  CA94110 

Marilyn  Bair 
Treasurer 

Irmer  Mission  Neighbors 
705  Capp  St. 

San  Francisco,  CA94110 

John  Barbey 
Chairperson 

Liberty  Hill  Residents  Association 

50  Liberty  St. 

San  Francisco,  CA94110 

Buddy  Choy 
President 

Coleridge  St.  Neighbors 

157  Coleridge  St. 

San  Francisco,  CA94110 

Delma  Rose  Chuchwar 

South  Mission  Neighbhd.  Impr.  Assn. 

3330  -  23^"^  St. 

San  Francisco,  CA94110 

Peter  Cohen 

133  Buchanan  Street  Apt.  3 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Chris  Collins 

Mission  Merchants  Association 

PO  Box  40820 

San  Francisco,  CA  94110 

Christine  Dias 
Lexington  Lookout 
353  Lexington  Ave. 
San  Francisco,  CA94110 

Antonio  Diaz 
Project  Director 
PODER 

474  Valencia  St.  #155 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 

Julie  Dilley 
President 

Liberty  Hill  Neighborhood  Assn. 

6 1  Fiar  Oaks  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94103 

Pete  Gallegos 

Mission  Economic  &  Cultural  Assn. 

2899  -  24"'  St. 

San  Francisco,  CA94110 
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Eileen  Gold 

19'*'  Street/Oakwood  Neighborhood 

3631  -  19'"  St. 

San  Francisco,  CA94110 

Bernardo  Gonzales 
President 

24"^  St.  Merchants  Assn. 

2720  -  24"^  St. 

San  Francisco,  C A  94110 

Debbie  Gonzalez 

24*  St.  Mothers  in  Action 

2880  24'"  St. 

San  Francisco,  CA94110 

Luis  Grandados 
Executive  Dir. 

Mission  Economic  Development  Assn. 

3505  -  20'"  St. 

San  Francisco,  CA  94110 

Rick  Hauptman 
4104  24'"  St. 

San  Francisco,  CA94114 

Jorie  Hernandez 

24"^  St.  Merchants  Assn. 

2914  24'"  St. 

San  Francisco,  CA  94110 
Gensler  and  Associates 
600  California  St. 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 

Gwen  Kaplan 
President 

Northeast  Mission  Business  Assn. 
2757  16'"  St. 

San  Francisco,  CA  94103 
S.O.  Kish 

S.  F.  Mission  Lions  Club. 

3159  Mission  St. 

San  Francisco,  CA94110 

Goldfarb  &  Lipman 
Attn:  Richard  A.  Judd 
1300  Clay  St.,  9'"  Floor 
City  Center  Plaza 
Oakland,  C A  94612 

Greenwood  Press,  Inc. 
Attn:  Gerry  Katz 
PO  Box  5007 
Westport,  Conn  06881 

Gruen,  Gruen  &  Associates 
564  Howard  St. 


San  Francisco,  CA  94105 

The  Jefferson  Co. 
10  Lombard  St.,  3^"  Fl. 
San  Francisco,  CA  941 1 1 

Philip  Fukuda 

TRI  Conmiercial 

1  California  St.,  Ste.  1200 

San  Francisco,  CA  941 1 1 

Kaplan/McLaughlin/Diaz 

Attn:  Jan  Vargo 

222  Vallejo  St. 

San  Francisco,  CA94111 

Howard  Levy,  Director 
Legal  Assistance  to  the  Elderly 
100  McAllister  St.,  #412 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Larry  Mansbach 
Mansbach  Associates 
582  Market  Street,  Ste  217 
San  Francisco,  CA  94104 

Sally  Maxwell 
Maxwell  &  Associates 
1522  Grand  View  Drive 
Berkeley,  CA  94705 

Cliff  Miller 

89  Walnut  Ave. 

Corte  Madera,  CA  94925 

Milton  Meyer  &  Co. 
Attn:  James  C.  DeVoy 
One  California  St. 
San  Francisco,  CA94111 

Robert  Meyers  Associates 
120  Montgomery  St.,  Ste.  2290 
San  Francisco,  CA  94104 

National  Lawyers  Guild 
Attn:  Regina  Sneed 
558  Capp  St. 

San  Francisco,  CA94110 

John  Sanger,  Esq. 

1  Embarcadero  Center,  12'"  Floor 

San  Francisco,  CA94111 

Sedway  Group 

505  Montgomery  Street,  #600 
San  Francisco,  CA94111 

Shartsis  Freise  &  Ginsburg 
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Attn:  Dave  Kremer 

One  Maritime  Plaza,  18""  Floor 

San  Francisco,  CA94111 


Skidmore,  Owings  &  Merrill,  LLP 
Attn:  John  Kriken 
444  Market  Street,  Ste.  2400 
San  Francisco,  CA94111 

Solem  &  Associates 

Attn:  Jim  Ross,  Dir.  of  Public  Affairs  and 

Political  Campaigns 

550  Kearny  St. 

San  Francisco,  CA94108  . 

Square  One  Productions 
Attn:  Hartmut  Gerdes 
1736  Stockton  St.,  Studio  7 
San  Francisco,  CA  94133 

Robert  S.  Tandler 

3490  California  St. 

San  Francisco,  CA  941 18 

Tenants  and  Owners  Dev.  Corp. 
Attn:  John  Elberling 
230  -  4^"  St. 

San  Francisco,  CA  94103 
Jerry  Tone 

Montgomery  Capital  Corp. 

244  California  St. 

San  Francisco,  CA94111 

Joel  Ventresca 

1278- 44"^  Ave. 

San  Francisco,  CA  94122 

Jon  Twichell  Associates 
70  Hermosa  Ave. 
Oakland,  CA  94618 

Stephen  Weicker 

899  Pine  St.,  #1610 

San  Francisco,  CA  94108 

Don  Marcos 
Executive  Director 
Mission  Hiring  Hall 
3042  -  16''  St. 
San  Francisco,  CA  94110 

Jean  Martin 

300  Block  Shotwell  St.,  Neigh.  Assn. 
337  Shotwell  St. 
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San  Francisco,  CA  94110 

Roberto  Medina 
Familias  De  La  Calle  23 
3013A  23^'' Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94110 


Don  Miller  President 
Cal  Watch 
3101  20^^  St. 

San  Francisco,  CA  94110 

Howard  M.  Wexler,  Esq. 
Farella,  Braun  &  Martel,  LLP 
235  Montgomery  St.,  30*  Floor 
San  Francisco,  CA  94104 

Eunice  Willette 

1323  Oilman  Ave. 

San  Francisco,  CA  94124 

Bethea  Wilson  &  Associates  Art  in 

Architecture 

2027  Scott,  Ste.  204 

San  Francisco,  CA  94 11 5 

David  C.  Levy,  Esq. 
Morrison  &  Roerster,  LLP 
425  Market  St. 

San  Francisco,  CA  94105-2482 

Randy  Zebell,  President 
Yerba  Buena  Chapter 
California  Native  Plant  Society 
2471  -  15"' Ave. 
San  Francisco,  CA94116 

Andrew  Tuft 
Singer  Associates 
140  Second  St.,  2"'*  Floor 
San  Francisco,  CA  94105 

Diane  Wong 
UCSF  Campus  Planning 
3333  California  St.,  Ste.  1 1 
San  Francisco,  CA  94 11 1 

Dan  Cohen 
EDAW 

150  Chestnut  St. 

San  Francisco,  CA  941 1 1 

Pacific  Exchange 
Attn:  Dale  Carleson 
301  Pine  St. 

San  Francisco,  CA  94104 
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Page  &  Tumbull 

724  Pine  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94104 

Patri  Merker  Architects 

Attn:  Marie  Zeller 

400  Second  St.,  Ste.  400 


Kenneth  R.  Antolini 

370  De  Haro  St  #Unit  A-B 

San  Francisco,  CA  94103-5151 

John  Cowles 
680  Andrieux  St. 
Sonoma,  CA  95476-7329 

Showplace  Square  Lofts  Owners 
PO  Box  6945 

San  Carlos,  CA  94070-6945 

Paul  Miltenberger 

301  POiode  Island  St  #B-6 

San  Francisco,  CA  94103-5133 

SKS  Rhode  Island  LLC 

500  Treat  Ave.  #200 

San  Francisco,  CA  941 10-2014 

Lisa  A.  Mattioli 
370  De  Haro  St. 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103-5151 

Christopher  Lirely  Samuel 

1 1  San  Andreas  Way 

San  Francisco,  CA  94127-2027 

Michael  Tchong 
370  De  Haro  St. 
San  Francisco,  C A  94103-5151 

Bruno  P.  Pardini 
548  Kansas  St. 

San  Francisco,  CA  94107-2315 

Paul  J.  Madronich  etal 

537  Vermont  St. 

San  Francisco,  CA  94107-2327 

Richard  Winch 

531  Vermont  St. 

San  Francisco,  CA  94107-2327 

Mary  Ann  Kampick 

529  Vermont  St. 

San  Francisco,  CA  94107-2327 

John  Shiells 


22538  Mission  Blvd. 
Hayward,  CA  94541-5116 

Nicholas  J.  Wemyss 

515  Vermont  St. 

San  Francisco,  CA  94107-2327 

Scott  Lee  etal 

509  Vermont  St. 

San  Francisco,  CA  94107-2327 

Ralph  Marinai  etal 
3836  Oakes  Dr. 
Hayward,  CA  94542-1721 

Albert  Marinai 

2801  Ocean  Ave. 

San  Francisco,  CA  94132-1518 

Guerrazzi  Trust 
152AvilaSt. 

San  Francisco,  CA  94123-2010 

Seto  Trust 
459  40"^  Ave. 

San  Francisco,  CA  94121-1509 

Frank  D.  Quadrelli 
528  Diamond  Ave. 
S.  San  Francisco,  CA  94107-2314 

Edna  M.  Hanavan  1993  Trust 
501  Kansas  St. 

San  Francisco,  CA  94107-2314 

Paul  &  Joellyn  Bischeri 

1133  Burrows  St. 

San  Francisco,  CA  94134-1362 

Ralph  A.  Marinai 
2124  DunnRd. 
Hayward,  CA  94545-2204 

Albina  Caimotto  etal 
508  Kansas  St. 

San  Francisco,  CA  94107-2315 

Norma  J.  Tong 
512  Kansas  St. 

San  Francisco,  CA  94107-2315 

John  C.  &  Assunta  Galli 
1245  Miraflores  Way 
Los  Altos,  CA  94024-5540 

William  B.  Cianciarolo 
542  Kansas  St. 

San  Francisco,  CA  94107-2315 
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Anne  Katherine  Symon 

565  Rhode  Island  St. 

San  Francisco,  CA  94107-2321 

John  M.  Peterson  etal 

566  Miramar  Ave. 

San  Francisco,  CA  941 12-1215 

Sandra  L.  Juarez 

548  Rhode  Island  St. 

San  Francisco,  CA  94107-2322 

Elyse  Lyons 

530-532  Rhode  Island  St. 

San  Francisco,  CA  94107-2322 

Charles  &  Glenna  Campbell 

554  Rhode  Island  St. 

San  Francisco,  CA  94107-2322 

Vida  Genevieve  Trust 
537  Kansas  St. 

San  Francisco,  CA  94107-2314 

John  Sansoe  Trust 

555  Kansas  St. 

San  Francisco,  CA  94107-2314 

Daniel  C.  Bacon 

777  Rhode  Island  St.  #3 

San  Francisco,  CA  94107-2629 

Steven  M.  Sweeney 
543  Kansas  St. 

San  Francisco,  CA  94107-2314 

Alberto  C.  Villasenor 
531  Kansas  St. 

San  Francisco,  CA  94107-2314 

Joseph  &  Lena  Ferrando 
525  Kansas  St. 

San  Francisco,  CA  94107-2314 

Angeli  Trust 

507  Rhode  Island  St. 

San  Francisco,  CA  94107-2321 

Sandria  B.  Freitag 
565  Weter  Dr.  #A 
Santa  Cruz,  CA  95060-3029 

Dario  Jim  Comagia 

720  Laguna  Honda  Blvd. 

San  Francisco,  CA  94127-1022 

Estate  of  Rena  Chiorzi 
1919  Mariposa  St. 


San  Francisco,  CA  94107-2317 

Carlos  Olivares 

116  Walnut  Ave. 

Corte  Madera,  CA  94925-1031 

Josephine  M.  Aiuto  Trust 

1907  Mariposa  St. 

San  Francisco,  CA  94107-2317 

Julie  A.  Tashima 

518  Rhode  Island  St. 

San  Francisco,  CA  94107-2322 

Mark  Piaia 

524  Rhode  Island  St. 

San  Francisco,  CA  94107-2322 

Episcopal  Bishop  of  California 
1055  Taylor  St. 

San  Francisco,  CA  94108-2209 

Walter  F.  Vendetti 

13  New  Montgomery  St.  #1530 

San  Francisco,  CA  94105-3408 

Deborah  Marshall  etal 
501  W.  Santa  Inez  Ave. 
Hillsborough,  CA  94010-6867 

Anton  Kump 

543  Rhode  Island  St. 

San  Francisco,  CA  94107-2321 

Joel  Selvin  etal 

537  Rhode  Island  St. 

San  Francisco,  CA  94107-2321 

Urania  Giannakaras 

531  Rhode  Island  St. 

San  Francisco,  CA  94107-2321 

Mark  &  Carter  F.  Mascotte  Trust 

525  Rhode  Island  St. 

San  Francisco,  CA  94107-2321 

Tricamo  Trust 

519  Rhode  Island  St. 

San  Francisco,  CA  94107-2321 

Donald  H.  Carnegie  1988  Trust 

513  Rhode  Island  St. 

San  Francisco,  CA  94107-2321 

Bright  Trust 

435  Vermont  St. 

San  Francisco,  CA  94107-2325 
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Jeffrey  L.  Willingham 

457  Vermont  St. 

San  Francisco,  CA  94107-2325 

Michael  A.  Isetta  etal 
2  Westbrae  Dr. 
Fairfax,  CA  94930-1423 

Douglas  C.  Punsalan 
450  Kansas  St. 

San  Francisco,  CA  94107-2313 

Manuel  &  Serafin  Rocha 
3425  25"^  St. 

San  Francisco,  CA  941 10-3879 

Michael  A.  Isetta 
2  Westbrae  Dr. 
Fairfax,  CA  94930-1423 

Edwin  M.  Pearce 

2024  Mariposa  St. 

San  Francisco,  CA  94107-2318 

Olivier  Azancot  etal 

497  Vermont  St. 

San  Francisco,  CA  94107-2325 

Noreen  Weeden  etal 

491  Vermont  St. 

San  Francisco,  CA  94107-2325 

450  Rhode  Island  LLC 

1901-1949  17"^  St. 

San  Francisco,  CA  94103-5139 

444  De  Haro  LP 

825  Van  Ness  Ave.  #501 

San  Francisco,  CA  94109-7893 

Anna-Lisa  S.  Froman 
480  Kansas  St. 

San  Francisco,  CA  94107-2313 

William  E.  Hickerson 
484  Kansas  St. 

San  Francisco,  CA  94107-2313 

Walter  Bowman  etal 

2018  Mariposa  St. 

San  Francisco,  CA  94107-2318 

Michael  C.  Robb  etal 

981  E.  Marion  Way 

Palm  Springs,  CA  92264-9255 

Raymond  F.  Russo  Trust 
479  Vermont  St. 


San  Francisco,  CA  94107-2325 

Ulysses  Lim  etal 
477  Vermont  St. 
San  Francisco,  CA  94107-2325 

Ireneusz  Kubicki  etal 

473  Vermont  St. 

San  Francisco,  CA  94107-2325 

Alcus  Jefferson 

461  Vermont  St. 

San  Francisco,  CA  94107-2325 

Gary  P.  Gemma 
468  Kansas  St. 

San  Francisco,  CA  94107-2313 

Silas  M.  Cavazos  etal 
476  Kansas  St. 

San  Francisco,  CA  94107-2313 

Giuseppe  Viglino 
525  Kansas  St. 

San  Francisco,  CA  94107-2314 

Eleanor  Bonini  Life  Estate 
346  Valencia  Dr. 

S.  San  Francisco,  CA  94080-5620 

Bright  Trust 
1822  20"^  St. 

San  Francisco,  CA  94107-2777 

Peter  A.  &  Irene  Shevchenko 
444  Kansas  St. 

San  Francisco,  CA  94107-2313 

AALL  Trust  etal 

383  Rhode  Island  St.  #2 

San  Francisco,  CA  94103-5133 

Winton  Properties  Inc. 
383  Rhode  Island  St.  #100 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103-5133 

375  Rhode  Island  LLC 
329  12"*  St. 

San  Francisco,  CA  94103-4317 

Showplace  Square  Lofts  Co  LLC 
PO  Box  6945 

San  Carlos,  CA  94070-6945 

Ronen  Berkcvits  etal 
750  Tournament  Dr. 
Hillsborough,  CA  94010-7424 
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Appendix  C:  Distribution  List 


355  Buena  Vista  Ave.  E.  #406 
San  Francisco,  CA  941 17-4174 

Franklin  Jeffrey  Shaw 
370  De  Haro  St.  #A-1 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103-5151 

Mymer  Trust 

508  Tamalpais  Ave. 

Mill  Valley,  CA  9491-1077 

17*^  &  Kansas  LLC 

PO  Box  1326 

Sausalito,  CA  94966-1326 

Alan  J.  &  Hilda  M.  Bipes  Trust 
40  Dichiera  Ct. 

San  Francisco,  CA  941 12-4105 

Nancy  Kapogiannis 
4223  Reinhardt  Dr. 
Oakland,  CA  94619-2244 
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